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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

00
0

1

Aided by increased federal legislation, handicapped citizens are be-

coming more assertive and are seeking more active social roles. One is

the role of the student. Due to this trend, the numbers of handicapped

'adultsseeking education will expaui significantly (Shworles, 1477).

Another trend, "normalization", is a movement to assist the handicapped

persons to function in the mainstream of society by increasing their'abi-

lity to cope and changing the perCeption of society toward the handicap-

ped. "Normalization" also means assisting the handicapped person to

function in educational programs a4ailable to the nonhandicapped (Phil-
.

lips, Carmel and Renzullo, 1977). 'These trends have created pressures

on educator to provide handicapped adults with the vocational)skills

that will assist them in becoming independent members of society.
r

Bpckground for the Study

Leaders in education and rehabilitation are becoming increasingly

aware of hew vital community colleges are in providing vocational

training for the handicapped (Shworles, 1976). Although several re-,

search projects have identified architectural barriers at community col-

leges, other barriers which exist may be even more serious than the

architectural ones. The identification of the non-architectural barriers

and a compilation of recommendations to implement instructional techni-

ques and procedures which mighehelp handicapped persons succeed in

10
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vocational programs in community colleges in the state of Texas, should

assist this group of citizens receive appropriate occupational training,

and thus enhance their chances of functioning at their full potential.

Because handicapped students need the vocational training that com-

munity colleges can provide, state agencies across the nation have begun

to identify the problems handicapped students encounter in this setting.

As a result some states are beginning to implement programs and help

handicapped students succeedin these institutions. In 1977, the Wis-

consin.Vocationa) Studies Center studied vocational, technical and adult

education (VTAE) in post-secondary institutions and identified three

kinds of barriers: barfriers to enrolling in vocational programs, bar-

riers to completing vocational programs, and barriers to receiving suc-

cessful instruction-. Their results indicated that barriers to enrolling

include a lack of public awareness about what handicapped students need

and can do, the handicapped studentsl- inadequate self-Confidence, fear

of trying, and poor self-,image, and he dependency on others created by

all institutions. Findings of the study further, indicated that barriers

to completing vocational programs included slow progress as compared with

other students and a resulting discouragement, an extra effort required.

for mastering a skill and the resulting frustration, a lack of self con-

fidence; and a tendency to view themselves as faVlures (Kumae, 19771..

To help students overcome these bareliers, community colleges in

California have accommodated handicapped stduents with "enablers", that

is, trained personnel who provided counseling, transportatiOn, ass-

tance with registration, courses in independent living skills,fernceti
-ilaterials, adaptive devices, equipment and general advocacy for



'handicapped students (Phillips, et al., 1977).

.Handicapped students attending post-secondary .schools in Texas lack

such a support service. For almost a decade, Texas had been engaged

in an intensivestatewide program to mainstream handicapped students

into "regular" classes whenever feasible (Administrative Guide and

Handbook for Special Education, Bulletin 711, Texas Education Agency,

. March, 1973), but so far this program has been confined'to elementary. and

:secondary education. The Texas Rehabilitation Commission (TRC) has. as-

sumed the major responsibility for assisting the handicapped in com-

munity colleges. During fiseal year.(FY) 1976, for example, an esti-

mated 14,D00 clients of TRC were in institutions' of higher learning;

" this figure reps ents nearly ,one-half of TRC's entire clientele. Be-

cause of the vari of vocational technical courses offered; TRC placed

many of these 14,000'clients in community colleges (Status Report of

General-Special Programs, Texas Rehabilitation Commission, FY 1976).

These 14,000 students are legally supported by Section 504 of the
! ,

Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Federal Register, Vol...42, No.

86, May 4, 1977). Signed* Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary

Califano in April, 197/, the law-places a stringent time table on col-

leges and universities to make their campuses accessible to the di-

capped as fol1440

Project Required

Resultant Date
Deadline for completion

Making programs acces- "within August 2, 1977
sible (wieh the excep- 60 days"
tion of structural modi-
fications that may be
required) .Sectioq,84.22
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Project Required

Making initial notifica-
tions regarding the in-
stitution's commitment
to nondiscrimination on
the basis of handicap
Section 84.8

Completing a "transition
plan' for changes in faci-
lities that are needed to
achieve program accessi-
bility Section 84.22

Completing an "institu-
tional self-evaluation"
of the institution's

non-discrimination pro-
gram (to be maintained
on file' Section 84.6

Maintaining records of
the above institutional
self-evaluation
Section 34.6

Assuring the Office of
Civil Rights of com-
pliance with the re-
quirements Section 84.5

Making facilities access-
ible according to struc-
tural modifications:in-
cluded in the transition.
plan Section 84.22

2 -

Deadline

"wi thin

90 days"

"within
6 months"

"within
1 year"

Resultant Date.
for CompletiorL,

September 1, 1977:

December 3, 1977

June 3, 1978

Records of the self-evaluation,

asspecified, must be maintained
for 3 years from completion

To be determined--once the assur:
ance form has been developed by
the Office of Civil Rights and
made available to institutions
a due date will be known.

"within June 3, 1980
3 years"

(Biehl, 1978, p. 8)

The 504 'regulations also Prohibited discrimination against the han-

dicapped person in admissions, treatment, academic adjustments, housing,

health and insurance, financial' and placeMent services. To date, how-

ever, no funds have been appropriated for carrying out these regulations.

Current journal articles document the need for removing barriers

and providing services to handicapped students at the post-secondary

level. In an article written to allay educators' fears of providing

services for the handicapped, Hessler (1976) described programs provided
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by the Special Services Office of the United States Office of Education.

He also discussed the need for campus-wide advocacy for attendant and

reader pools, wheelchaiNand equipment repair, mobility assistance, ac-

cessible housing, and skills for self-reliance. In a study of faculty

attitudes toward handicapped students, Newman (1976) confirmed that a

"much more serious problem (in addition to architectural barriers) pre-

sented by handicapped persons was the difficulty in learning and com-

municating" (p. 197). Rothman (199) discussed how community college

staff, particularly counselors and nurses, could assist the handicapped

student in demonstrating ability.

Shworles (1976) indicated that "The public community college is the

most significantly useful ally capable of responding to . . . a national

need for articulation between vocational rehabilitation and education"

(p. 8). As a handicapping condition of adults and adolescents, learning

disabilities present a special challenge at the community college level.

Wiig (1972) suggested employing special teaching methods and equipment

similar to those employed for secondary students. With expectations of

stimulating more programs for handicapped students, Lawrence, Krieger

and Barad (1972) described how curriculum could limit students, the pro-

blems-students have in socially adjusting, and other specific academic

and architectural'barriers.

Review of the literature regarding recent research indicated that

barriers other than architectural have been identified in community col-

leges, and identifying barriers which prevent handicapped citizens from

entering or completing vocational programs is needed before educators



can provide the necessary services and courses of action to-overcome

these barriers (PhillipS, et al., 1977).

Overview of Texas-Community College
Vocational Education Programs

The Associate Commissioner of Occupationalucation and Technology

. administers three diOsions of the Office of INAWuctional Programs.

One of these4divisions is post- secondary vocational education. ,,Although

part of the community college program, the policies Of this division are

established by the State Board of Education rather than the Coordinating

Board, Texas College and University System. However, politicians and

educators continue to seriously consider placing post-secondary voca-

tional programs under the direction of the Commission of Higher Educa-
.

tion (Haynie, 1974).

William itry, Director of Post-S6 ondary Occupational Education

and Technology, defined post- secondary *ocational technical education as

programs leading to occupatianal competence in engineering, manufac-
-

tiring. industry, science, research, business, health occupations, agri-

culture or distributive occupations. Although many programs also lead

to an associate, degree, all post-secondary vocational programs are de-

signed to prepare persons for diate employment (Grusy, 1977).

In addition, the adult and continuing education programs in com-

munity colleges in Texas include shor.t-term preparatory classes, sup-

plementary clAses to'increase job skills, and apprenticeship programs.

The adult and continuing education programs are a part of the Department

of Octupational Education and.Technology, but are administered separately



from vocational technical-education at the state and lOcal Levels

(Allen, 1977).

Sixty-seven community colleges and technical institute's in Texas

offer a wide range of vocational technical courses in the broad areas of

agriculture, distributive education, health occupations, homemaking, in-

dugtrial education, office education, service areas, and technical areas

(Figure 1). Course offerings are determined by the needs of the local

commuOty (Haynie, 1974)..

Statement of the Problem.and the ..-

4 Purpose of the Study

Legislation such as Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

(Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 86, May 4, 1977), known as the "bill of

rights" for,the handicapped individual, is the result of a movement to-

ward "normalization" to make more of the conditions of everyday life

available to handicapped persons. Also, handicapped persons are'be-

coming more assertive by.forming advocacy groups to obtain their rights

as citizens; among these individual rights are the rights to an educa-:

tion which leads to employment and independence (Phillips, et al., 1977).

Projects have been identified which were designed to assist com-

munity college vocational students td.achieye vocational skills, such as

the project at McLennan Community CcTlege in Waco, Texas (Kelley,

1977). There has not,been, however, an organized effort to identify.

handicapped 'Arsons who are potential vocational students,q3rograms

which would accommodate them, or barriers which impede their successful

entry or completion of such programs.
A
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A V

This study; which Has employed the exploratory re'searc fechnidues

described by Kerlinger (1967), attemptS to answer in detail the following

general research q0estions:

1. 'What are the barriers within the school setting (other than

architectural) that keep handicapped students from entering

or ,from completing vocational training in community colleges?

2.. How severe are the barriers?

3. What are the tasks necessary for removing the barriers?

4. Which recommendations can be considered most feasible to

implement?

5. How do the ratings of feasibility for removing barriers by

"experts" compare to the ratings by "consumers" or handi-

capped students?

6. What is the criteria for successfully completing a com-

munity college vocationial program by a handicapped stu-

dent?

In SorhMary the primary purposelof the study was to ident fy the

barriers which prohibited handicapped students from entering or com-

pleting vocational programs, and to identify the critical tasks neces-

sary to overcome these barriers. Information resulting from this study

should assist community colleges and agencies such as the Texas Educa-

tion Agency, the Texas Rehabilitation Commission and the Commission for.

the Blind to implement programs or services to help handicapped students

successfully complete vocational training programs At the community col-

lege level.
.ro

4



1.0 .

Definition of Terms

; ,Barrier: any obstacle which prevents aycess or produces- separation

(The Compact Ed.1,ion of the Oxford Ehglish_p"ctionary, 1-971). 'For this

research, barriers will be synonymous with "discripinating practices"

described in the regulations rfor implementingSection 504 of the Rehabi-

litation Act of'1973. ' In the same regulation, "program accessibility"

and "reasonable accommodation" relate to the 4.emoval of, barriers (Fed-

2
'eral Register, Vol. 42, No. 86, May 4, 1977).

Consumer Group: handicapped students.* vocational technical pro-

grams in community colleges in Texas who would be consumers of benefits

which might 'result from the study.
I.

Criteria for Successful Completion of Vocational Technical Programs:

defined as .1,) completing an associate >degr e or certificate, -2)

quiring 41rTicient job skills to be successfully employed, or 3) other

-
criteria identified by the Steering Committee associated with this study.

! Delphic Exercise: eliciting and refining group judgments by

drawing upon opinions of experts. Defined by Turoff (1970) as "a method

for the-systematic solicitation and collation of informed,lagments on

a particular topic" (p. 149). In contr$st to a consensus Delphi exer-

.

cise, which removes respondent's opinions from possible polar positions

)'to greater agreement (Thiemannand Borkosky, 1973)-a policy focus Delphi

/

yolicits contribution's of .advocates to dstablish,i1a1,1 the differing Posi-
J

tions advocated and the principal pro 06-con arguments for the posi-

( Turoff, 1970, p. 153).
,

Disabled student: According tozPhi)lips et al. (1977) in thei

publication, Barriers and Bridges, a dueled individual is a person who
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has "a physical, mental orkmotional imPaitMent which interferes with
.44

some life function. A disability may or may not result in a handicap",

(p.4). The disability results in a handicap when the student, inter-

acting with the environment, meets barriers which prohibii'the student

from attaining goals.

Expert: anyone with unique knowledge who can contributeiconstruc-

tive and relevant input, an experienced specialist (Erlund, 1975)._

Handicapped student: For this research two recent Public Laws,

P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 93-112, Section 504 will provide' definitions of

"handicapped". P.L. 94-142 (Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, Part

II, August 23) defines handicapped children:

121a.5 Handicapped children.
(a) As used in this, part, the term "handicapped children"
means those children evaluated in accordance with
121a.530.121a.534 as being mentally retarded, hard of
hearing, deaf,} speech impaired, visually handicapped,
seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically im-
paired, other health impaired, deaf-blind,' multi-han-
dicapped, or as taving specific learning disabilities,
who because of those impairments need special education
and related services.

P.L. 93-112, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (Federal

Register,'Vol. 42, No. 86, May 4, 1977) defines "handicapped" more

appropriately for post-secondary education:

AppendilKiAnalysis of Final Regulation: Subpart A--General
ProviSierhs. Definitions: 3. "handicapped persons".
Section 84.3 (j) . . The definition of handicapped per-
son in paragraph (j)(1) conforms to the statutory defini-
tion 'of handicapped person that is applicable to Section
504,1as3et forth in Section 111 (a) of the Rehabilitation
Act Amendftents of 1974, P.L. 93-516.

Th.first,;:of the three parts of the'statutory and regula-
-, tory definition includes any person who has a physical or
mental impairment that substantially limits one or more
major life activities. Paragraph (j)(2)(i) further
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defines' physical-oymentai impai-rments because of toe
difficulty of ensuring the comprehensiveness of any such
list. The term includes, however, such diseases and con-
ditions as orthopedic, visual, muscular dystrophy, multiple
sclerosis, cancer, heart disease, dihbetige', mental retarafiri
tion, emotyional, illness, and drug addictiod and alcoholilm'w

Since both definitions are legally applicable for this study, both were

used to define the handicapped students at the post-secondary level.'
.

Likert Rating Scale Survey: Statements to which the examinee in-
,

dicates the intent of his agreement or disagreement (Noll and Scannel,

1972). Ratings' of four and five were used for this study.

Participants: a group of thirty-five to fifty persdns who had

knowledge of or expertise in assisting handicapped students in gaining

vocational skills.
P

:

Steering .Committee: a committee of approximately fifteen persons

responsible for advising the research project-- also known, as. a user

body, as identified by Tuorff (1970), this type of committee usually

expects some result from the exercise useful to their purpose. They

both selected particiOants and participated; that is they reacted to

the major questions, completed the priority assessment and submitted

recommendations for removal of barriers.

Scope of the Study

The study was designed to obtain a cumulative effect, that is,

each phase of the study built on previous activities, from the review

of literature through-successive rounds of the Delphi exercise. The

following outcomes were sought:

,l. An inventory of exi ting research projects which were
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conducted to provide information on the needs of

handicapped students in post-secondaY and com-

munity college vocational programs.

2.. Itemized barriers solicited.from experts in-the
.

field obtained through Round One of th Delphic

exercise.

3. Recommendations for removing the barrier14s ob-
.

tained from Round Two of the Delphic exercise.

4. Determination of the severity of the barriers.

5. Determination of-the feasibility for removing

the barriers.

6. A comparative analysis between consumers and ex-

perts to determIne the feasibility of removing

13

the barriers.

7. RecomMendations and conclusions for applying thk

findings for policy formation and implementation.,

A discussion of the conceptual foundations which support the study

and a review of literature and.project reports related to the study are

_presented in Chapter II. Detailed explanations of the procedures, in-
,

strumeRts and design, of the data collection will be presented in Chapter

III. In Chapter IV .the results of the statistical data analyses have

been interpreted to describe identified barriers, recommendations for

removing the barriers, and4a comparison between ratings of experts and

consulters regarding the feasibility of removing the barriers. From

these analyses conclusions pointing toward policy rmulation are pre-
.

sented in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter will proVde en overview of the problems in planning

vocational technical programs for the handicapped student in community

colleges. Irt addition this chapter will review some general trends in

needs assessment, discuss legislation which has triggered the necessity

of designing and adapting vocational technical programs for disabled
44

students in community colleges, and review related research and project

reports.

The theoretical assumptiOns whith surport this study are:

I. That barrier identificatiOn is a basic part of a

needs assessment.

2. That barriers which prohibit the successful entry

or completion of vocational technical programs

are handicaps for disabled students

Programs of Planning Vo'cational Technical Programs for Community
College Students Who Are Handicapped

State agencies and educational institutions which serve the handi-

capped agree that potential consumers of vocational technical education

may include a sizeable segment of the population in Texas; however, no

one knows how many community college students in Texas are disabled or

handicapped. According to Whitcraft and Hamm (1975) 275 rehabilitation

clients were enrolled in 1975 at the Hodston Community College, one of
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sT,Xty-seveA community colleges in Texas.offering vocational technical

programs 'Many more TRC clients were enrolled in vocational Programs at

other'-community colleges, however the information regarding numbers was

unavailable since TRC had not collected the information. It appearll

then, that a report of 398 students enrolled in post-secohdary programs

in Texas in Vocational and Technical cation Selected StatiStical

Tables, Fiscal Year 1975, (U. S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, 1976) is inaccurate when compared with the information from

the TRC report,-and the knowledge of the many otherilhandicapped students

in vocational techniCal,programs in the communityocolleges in Texas.

Vocational technical programs have been successfully designed and

implemented for a wide range of students, some examplevbeing the men-

, tally retarded 5tuden0Bilovsky and Matson, 1974), the geriatric stu-

dent (Reid,.(71978), the-severely disabled student (Hessler, 1976), and

the learning 'disabled student (Wiig, 1972). Describing the handi-
-

capped population is OffAult, since it is almost impossible to
fp

indtcate.which- members of the popvlation-are handicapped and which are

disabled, even' though most, of the population classified as disabled are

at times also flancl'icapped by physical and attitudinal barriers. General

characteristics ofthe handicapped population includellnadeqaute income,

inadequate educatioii,Hack of employment opportunities, and more ad-

vanced

. .

. ,. . . , .
vanced age than the general population (Berkowitz, Rubin,,and Worral,

1977). Older Americans are becoming- an increasingly large part of our

handicapped populationtwo-thirds of the handicapped population between

16 and 64 are older than age 45 (Davis and Onyemelukwe,'1977).

Planning vocational technical programs for potential handicapped
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consumers whose numbers might range from 10% to 25% of the state's popu-
,p

lation, is a growing problem. Dr. Howard'A.. Rusk (cited-ii,i Phillips,

et al., 1977),'Director of the Institute of Rehabilitation Medicine, New
ee

'York ,University Hospital stated:,-"By 1980,for every able bodied person

in this country, there will be one pertbn with a phisical Aisability,

one person with achronic illness, or one person over 65 years of,age"

(p. 5).

Trends in Needs,Assessment

Identifying element& of the problem of providing vocational tech-

nical education in community colleges for handicapped citizens in Texas

is a complex study because of incomplete records of agencies involved,

and an increasing geriatric population. Barrier identification, which

is essentially problem identification, has been the approach taken to

identify solutions in California (Phillips, et al., 1977) and Wisconsin

(Kumar, 1977). Other approaches begin with the community college, and

surveys of the existing enrollment (Spencer, 197Z), or program& and

services offered at the community college (Fabac,' 1978) (New York State

University, 1977). Another approach is,the case study method (Stake,

1978)

In; a resource" study ofothecommunity colleges in California Sylvia

Spencer (1977) used the students who were enrolled in community col-

leges in the year 1974-75 to- obtain information regarding enrollment,

ages and sex of Students, numbers of dependents, age of onset of disabi-

lity, financial status of the student, the initial goals, and factors

responsible for termination or interruption of tudie& and course load
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reductions. In addition, student comments were recorded regarding the

barriers encountered in transportation and architecture, social activi-

ties and services offered, and financial assistance; Solutions were not

solicited.

Two research project reports available from the New York State Edu- _

cation Department (New York, State University of, 1976) (New York, State.

University of,,1977) provided extensive information regarding existing

opportunities for-qualified disabled students on the forty-eight two-

year college campuses in this state. These reports could be classified

as
V
needs assessments in that research was directed toward identifying

programs,services and facilities available to handicapped students.

While the reports might appear to be only for information, their actual

purpose wasto expand programs, as stated in the 1977 report:

Only through the prior awareness of specific levels 9f aca-
demic/vocational expectation can one determine the areas of\\
negotiability, the compensatory mechanisms, the adaptive be-
haviors, the possible compartmentalization of limited but
vital capabilitie's into acceptable areas of subspecializa-
tion--in short, the methods of circumventing and overcoming
the difficUlties posed. Rather than sanctioning the auto-
matic dismissal of unexplored vocational options as insuper-
ably taxing, the demystification should provide the stuff of
specific challenge to ingenuity and inventiveness on.the
part of disabled individuals and the agencies and institu-
tions legislativsely charged with broadening their educational
and occupational horizons.(New York, State University of,
1977, p. 2)

Expanded discussions of the reports are fodnd later in this chapter.

A project concerned with'programs and services available to,handi-

capped students enrolled in Illinois community colleges had obtained'an-

swers to questions relating to student needs:

-the number of handicapped students who are being served in
community college vocational programs.
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-the programs and services now available to these students

what programs and services are successful

411
what future activities are being considered. (Fabac, 1973,
p. 1)

The project is still in progress, but an early indication of needs which

were identified included architectural barriers., public transportation,

coordination and communication within institutions and with outside agen-

cies; guidance services, and career planning and job placement.

One practical method of research which can be used to identify the

needs of the handicapped student is the case study method. The German

philosopher, Wilhelm D*ithey Vo) (cited in Stake, 1978), claimed

human studies (case studies) were the best methods for acquainting man

with himself.

Only from his actions, his fixed utterances, his effects
upon others, can man learn about himself; thus he learns
to know 'himself only by the round-about way of under-
standing. What we once were, how we developed and be-
came what we are,, we learn from the way .in which .we
acted, the plans which we once adopted, the way in which
we made ourselves felt in our vocation, from'old dead
letters, from judgments_on which were spoken long ago
. . . we understand ourselves and others only when we
transfer our own-living experience into every kind of
expression of our own and other people's lives. (p. 5)

Unique features of the case study are the many complex isolated

variables which do not allow the researcher to narrow the problem or

theory.' The variables do, however, provide experience and understanding.

The findiihgs of a particular case study can be a basis for a "natural-

istic generalization" of other similar cases (Stake, 1978, pp. '6-7).

None of the reportS received from state educational agencies, however,

had employed this method of needs assessment.

4.)
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. The barrrier identification approach to needs assessment and pr:o-

blem solving is an effort to identify the handicap, whether it is in the

broad areas of society, the helping system, the disabled persons, their

families, or their advocates (Phillips, et al., 1977). Identifying bar-

riers can change the focus on the problem of handicaps. Previously bar-

riers.were thought to result from the "sick" person's handicap, so re-

habilitation, treatment or healing was directed toward the individual.

But; in this approach, barriers result from both the-disabled ihdividual

and the-physical and social environment. From this perspective the

Chicagb Planning Council in 1976 (cited in Shworles, 1977) defined

"handicap" in the following way: "A handicapped person is one who has

a physical, mental or emotional impairment or disability which together

with the existing physical enviornment and prevailing social conditions

substantially limits that person's major life activities" (p. 12).

Rehabilitation, treatment,$and healing should therefore be directed to-

ward the environment as, well as the disabled person. This approach is

well stated by Thomas Shworles (1977): °Ohe implication of this

new definition to program processes at the post-secondary educational

level is obvious: if a major source of handicapness [handicaps) is the

environment, then it is the environment as much as it is the person

which needs healing" (p. 12).

Identifying barriers can be a basis for assessing the needs of han-

dicapped students and for designing and implementindvocational techni-

cal programs for them in communtiy colleges in Texds. Recommendations

for removing barriers can become solutions to the problems which face

disabled students in their%educational pursuits.
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Related Legislation

Public Law 94-142 (g.L. 94-142, 1975) mandates a free, appropriate.

education for all-handicapped children and youth (ages 3 to 18 years not

later than September 1, 1978, and ages 3 to'21 not later than September

1, 1980) in the least restrictive environment. This law aoplies to a

community college if,the college serves as an'area vocational program

for a high school, or if the Vocational Adjustment Coordinator or the

Texas Rehabilitation Commission counselor has placed a disabled secon-

dary student in a vocational technical program (Grusy, 1978). Community

colleges in Texas are usually supArted by a local tax base:federal

funds and funds received from tuition. Because community colleges may

not be considered "public" institutions if ,they charge tuition, there

is some controversy regarding the application of P.L. 94-142 to post-

skondary disabled students who are'under the age of 21. The critical

issue here is the individualized education plan (I.E.P.) required for

handicapped students by P.L. 94-142. 'The educational background of the

vocational instructor has not included preparation for teaching the han-
,

aicapped or for planning for theirAutruction. However, it was ob-

served at the time of a site visit to Suburban Hennepin County Area Vo-'

cational-Technical Centers (1978) that the I.E.P. was used quite suc-

ces fully by the Special ServiCes staff as .inservice training for

voc tional instructors and other staff members.

-Similar legislation, Public LaW.94-482 (P.L. 94-482, 1976) Title

II of the Education Amendments of 1976, emphasizeS involving the special

student in the regular education process, a process known as "main-

streaming", and indicates that vocational training should be made
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accessible to handicapped persons of all ages in all communities. The

intent of the act is.to provide high quality training which is realistic

for gainful employment'and suited to the person's needs, interests and

ability.
s.

'4N

The major federal commitment to'the handicapped at the post-secon-

dary level is found in Public Law 93-112 (P.L. 93-112, 19673). The Re-

habilitation Act of 1973, Section 504. The Act applies to programs and

activities receiving federal funds, and because all vocational technical

prog arks in the community colleges relferencedin figure.1 receive federal

fund , all,are subject to this legislation. -Tile section in itS entirety

is as follows:

Section 504. No otherwise qualified handicapped individual
An the United States as defined in section 7(6), shall,
solely by reason of his handicap, be excluded from the par-
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected
to discrimination under any_program.or activity receiving
Federal financial assistance.

Although the law is brief and to the point, interpretation is both diffi-

cult and unique because it deals with individuals who are unique. Since

disabilities vary broadly, each requires a different interpretation.

Section 504 is viewed as a civil rights bill for the handicapped.

The Rehabilitation Act (Section 504) represents a major
commitment to the handicapped in the form of a civil rights
law. The law is designed to help protect the rights'of
handicapped persons and to'end discrimination on the basis
of a handicap. The Act applies to all programs and activi-
ties receiving federal funds, not just to the individual
programs financed with federal money. In addition, all,
federal funds are jeopardized by non-compliance, not just
those being received for the handicapped. The regulations
extend to employment practices, program accessibility,
pre-school, elementary and secondary education, post-sec-
ondary education, and health, welfare and social services.
(Illinois Department of Adult, Vocational and Technical
EdUcation, 1977, p. 4)
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The legal implidations are that if, the law i5 interpreted as a Civil

Rights Act, it,will allow an individual to go into court on a private

cause of action. Otherwise, the only other recourse the person wouldP

have would be to 0 through the administrative process, obtainimi judi-

cial review only after the administrative processes were exhausted

(O'Donnell; )977): ,

Some proVisions of_the regulations of Section 504,of the Rehabili-

tation Act of 1973 (Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 86, May 4,,1977)

apply to post-secondary institutions who receive or benefit from,federal,

financial assistance. Regulations which became effective June 3, 1977

required that colleges and universities make their programs accessible

(except for structural modifications) to the handicapped by August a,

1977, make known their commitments to nondiscrimination of the handi-

capped by September 1, 1977, complete facility planning for program ac-

cessibililty by December 3, 1977:and complete a self-evaluation of a

program of non-discrimination by June 3, 1978. Additiorial requirements

were record keeping of the institution's self evaluation, and assuring

the Office of Civil Rights of the institution's compliance with require- .

ments (due date to be established). Structural modifications and re-

moval of architectural barriers were to be completed by. June 3, 1980

(Biehl, 1978).

Review of Related Research and Project Reports

A letter of inquiry (Appendix A) was mailed to the Superintendent

of Schools in each state and territory of the. United States, requesting

research studies which would enable the handicapped student to succeed
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in community college vocational education program's. Information received

frOm twenty-seven states and Guam is summarized in Table I. Eleven'

research reports were received as a result of the request. Two reports

from Kentucky and Florida focused on secondary, rather than post-secondary

vocational-education, although the results from the studies could be used

in planning post-secondary vocational programs for handicapped-students.

A research 'report from Arizona on programs providing work experience for

handicapped and disadvantaged will be available September 30, 1978.

Nineteen states reported that no research had been conducted in post-sec-

ondary vocational education for the handicapped. Eleven project reports

were received of which six concerned service to the handicapped. Some

reports were as recent as 1977 or 1978, whicCndicated that research

And projects were responding to legislative demands for educational pro-

grams for handicapped students.

State education agencies submitted reports on needs assessment.

planning, evaluation, services, employment placement, materials develo p-

ment for staff, reports related to specific disabilities, barrier iden-

tification, and guidelines for programs for the handicapped.

Needs Assessment Reports

A needs assessment survey (Bayne, Turner and Jackson, 1977) of the

-fourteen vocational regions in Kentucky consisted of interviews with

junior c21 senior high students from 20.% of the schools in each region

to determine the number of people fin Kentucky, secondary level .And above,

who met the criteria for diRdvantaged and handicapped. This also iden-

tified vocational education programs currently available that addressed,

handicapped and disadvantaged students and identified the portion of the
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RESPONSES TOE NQUIRIES TO STATES AND TERRITORIES REGARDING RESEAR STUDIES

, CONDUCTED IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

State

Alabama

Arizona

Respondent Information Submitted

Arkansas

California

William R. Osborn, Director

Division of Postsecondary

and Continuing Education,

Department of Eduaation

Montgomery, Alabama

Justin Marino

Education Program Specialist

Vocational Education/Special

Education Liason

Arizona Dept. of Education

Phoenix, Arizona

Raymond F. FaucetteSuper-

visor, Special Needs Program

State of Arkansas

Department of Education ,

Division of Vocational Tech-

nical and Adult Education

Little Rock, Arkansas

11

Patricia K. Morris

Administrative Assistant

Community College Occupational

Programs Evaluation System

12345 El Monte Road

Los Altos Hills, California

No research. No related activities or projects except

at the secondary level. °

Research report available September 30, 197 A study

of\a program instituted throw h CETA-YEDPA , vocational

Education, and Community Colleges to provide programs

for work experience for handicapped and disadvantaged

youth, both in-school and oat-of-school.

No research.
I.

Research report. COPES Service Center. Guide:

Community C lege Occupational Programs EyilEion

System, 197 -1977 . A program designed to assist any

California community college in objective self apprai-

sal of its occupational education programs. Can be

used as a planning or appraisal,instrument and included

programs and services for handicapped students.



Table I - Continued

State

California

Respondents
1

Information Submitted

Barbara Reid, Dean

Special Education

DeAnza College Special

Education Programs

Cupertino, California

Jim Browning, Specialist

programs for Exceptional

Adults

Los Angeles City Unified

School District

Los Angeles, California

Louk van der Stap

Resource Center for the

Handicapped

,4033 Ruffin Road

San Diego, California

Lynn Witt

Administrative Assistant

Disabled: Students Placement

Program

University of California,

Berkeley

Berkeley, California

141

Project report. Reid, Barbara A., "DeAnza College,

Special Education Programs", March 1978. Program pro-'

vided learning experiences to handicapped students,

ages 16 to 100 years, based on individual and special-

ized needs. Assisted, each student in the attainment

of high learning potential. -Included an adaptive ger-

iatric education program.

Project report. Browning, Jim. "Division of career

and continuing education in peace capabilities for

serving the adult handicapped", January 1978. .A re-

port of programs at Regional Occupational Centers

which serve 957 students with special needs. Included

community adult schools which also served shut-ins,

government and industry programs, pilot project for

the deaf, adult basic education centers, skill centers

and activity centers, 4nd advisement services.

Project report. Resource Center for the Handicapped.

"San Diego community college district: comprehensive

plan programs and services for disabled", May 1, 1977.

Comprehensive Services Plan for 1977-78. Report of

supportive services' and resource center for the handi-

capped. Services provided ,to Miramar Community Col-

lege, Evening College, Adult College, Educational Cul-

tural Complex, City Community College and Mesa Commun-

ity Ce'llege.

Project report. Roberts, Janet and Bruce Brown,

"Second Interim Report, Physically Disabled Students

PliCement Project, An Innovative Services Demonstra-

tion Project for Severely Disabled Persons', October

1976. Findings: greatest barriers to successful em-

ployment of handicapped persons with disabilities are

attitudinal, on the,part of society and employers.
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State-

California ,

Respondents

Lynn Witt

Administrative Assistant

Disabled Students Placement

Program

University of California,

Berkeley

Berkeley, California

William Morris

Evaluation Specialist

Chancellor's Office

California Community Colleges

Sacramento, California

4,

4

Information Submitted

Project report. Regional Affirmative Action Clearing

House. A Guide: Affirmative Action Programming for

Employment of Persons with Disabilities , September

1976.

Project report. Gold, Ben K., Director of Research,

Student Accountability Model (SAM): Operations Man-

ual , February 1977. A system of procedures Aeveloped

for the putOose of improving ",follow-up" information

about community college occupational students after

they leave college. Did not include specific infor

mation on handicapped individuals, but could be incor-

porated into the model.

Project report. Smith, Donald E.;.Editor, Operational

Guideline: Programs for the Handicapped Fall 1977.

Written for local,college district personnel to assist

them in complying with regulations relative to the, edu-

cation of tibe handicapped, to provide a uniform approach

to the admillistration of programs and services for stu-

dents with handicaps at the California Community Colleges,

to provide assistance to administrators and to provide

reference guide for daily use.

Projedi report. Spencer, Sylvia S., Disabled Students

Enrolled in California Community Colleges, 1974-75:

Resource Study , June 1977. A study of the handicapped

student on the community college campus.
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State Rdspondent Information.Submitted

Delaware ,

Florida

Illinois

'Adam W. Fisher

State Supervisor of Voca-

tional Education for Excep-

tional Children

Dept. of Public Instruction

Dover, Delaware

Ralph Turlington, Commissione

State 9f Florida

Department of Education

Talahassee, Florida

Ralph Slaughter

Division of Community College

Department of Education

State of Florida

Tallahassee, Florida

r

Frederick Atherton

Educational Consultant

Florida Dept. of Education

Division of Community Colleges

Tallahassee, Florida

Rita Kalfas

Educational Specialist

Handicapped and Disadvantaged

Illinois Office of Education

Department of Adult, Voca-

tional and Technical Educatio

Chicago, Illinois

No basic or applied research\studies. Inservice for

teachers of non-handicapped and handicapped students

regarding the removal of human and architectural bar-

Hers, teaching methods, programs, materials and needs

of handicapped students.

Information only. A community college directory from

the State of Florida,, and general information regarding

programs in Miami=Date Community College, Daytona Beach

CommunityCollege, and St. Petersburg Junior College.

Research report. Schwartz, Stuart E., Final Report:

Research and Development of Instructional Booklets for

Vocational Education for Mainstreaming the Handicapped,

Another Step Forward, March 1978. Information for

secondary vocational teachers about the diverse char-

acteristics and special needs they encountered with

handicapped learners in their classes.

Research report. Florida State Advisory Council on

vocational and Technical Education; Atcesstbility of

Buildings and Facilities to the Physically disabled,

October 1977.

Research report.. Illinois Department of Adult, Voca-

tional, and Technical Education, The Illinois Network

of Exemplary Occupational Education Programs for Han-

dicapped and Disadvantaged Students, 1977.

Project report. Tetzlaff, Mary, S.O.S., Success

Oriented Service. A project funded to serve disadvan-

taged and handicapped students in vocational and tech-

nical education at Triton. Project consisted of three

phases: planning, implementation and dissemination, 1176

-

Os=
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State

Illinois

Iowa

Respondents Information Submitted

Kansas

Kentucky

0
0,

Louisiana

Rita Kalfas, Educational

Specialist

Handicapped and Disadvantaged

Illinois Office of Education

Department of Adult, Voca-

tional,and Technical Education

Chicago, Illinois

Dorothy I. Brown, Consultant

Support Services Section

State of Iowa

Dept. of Public Instruction

Des Moines, Iowa..

Merle R. Bolton

Commissioner of Education

Kansas State Department of

Education

Topeka, Kansas

Bureau of Vocational Edu-

cation

Kentucky Dept. of Education

Frankfort, Kentucky

Florent Hardy, Jr., Super-

visor, Research Coordinating

Unit

Louisiana Dept. of Education

BatonRouge, Louisiana

Research report: Fabac, John N., "An Interim Report

on the Programs,* Services Available to Handicapped

Students Enrolled'in Illinois Community Colleges",

February 24, 1978.

No research.

No research.

Research report. Bayne, G. Keith, Kenne G. Turner and

Rebecca D. Jackson, Final Report: An Assessment of

Vocational Education Needs of the Disadvantaged and

Handicapped in Kentucky . Secondary vocational edu-

cation, 1971.

No res40.
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Site

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Respondent

Judy Harkins, Coordinator

Statewide Mean for the Deily-

ery.of Occupational Programs

and Services to Handicapped

StUdents

Maryland State Board for

Community Colleges

Annapo4544,Maryland

Daniel B. Dunham

Assistant State Superintendent

Vocational/Technical Education

Maryland State Department of

Education

Annapolis, Maryland

Anthony V. Cipriano,-Director

Bureau of Post-Secondary Edu-

cation

Occupational /Technical Wu- 4

cation

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Department'of Education

Boston, Massachusetts

Laurence A. Barber; Specialist

Disadvantaged and Han4icapped

Programs

Michigan Dept. of Education

Lansing, Michigan 48909

, 4

I

.

,

Information' Submitted
e

Project eport. Harkins, Judy, Coordinator, "State-

wide P ai for Occupational Programs and Services for

HandiciPped Students in Maryland Community Colleges",

May 23, 1978. A statewide plan to assist. community

,colleges with compliance with Section 504 (not to

monitor complianW, and to assist community colleges

in becoming more responsive to the needs of handi-

capped students.

Researth report. Kitt, Wendy, Lois Schuster and

Nancy Rapp, "Epilepsy, A Second Look", tune 1977.

A study which was directed toward the needs of people

with epilepsy in the Community College of Baltimore.

Research report. Harkins, Judy, Project Coordinator,

Final Report of the Statewide Feasibility Study of

Post-Secondary Education for Deaf People in Maryland ,

Mara 15, 1978.

No research. Emphasis was pliced on mainstream-

ing the handicapped, and providing increased service

to the handicapped, disadvantaged, and bilingual

population.

Project report. Michigan,Department of Education,Voca-

tional Technical education service. Inter-agency model

for vocational education for handicapped persons, Post

Secondary Rodel, .1977. Community college programs were

funded as pilot models in three community college5 to

essentially serve the severely disabled.
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'Skate' Respondent

4

Information Submitted

Missouri

New.Hampshire

New York

:Miles F. Beachboard, Director

Programs for the Disadvantaged

and Handicap*

State of Missouri, department

Elementaryand Secondary

Education
.

Jefferson City, Missouri

Charles H. Green', Chief

'Division of Post-Secondary

Education

Department. of Education

State 'of New Hampshire

Concord, New Hampshire

Mike Van Ryn, Chief

Grants Administration Unit

State Education Department

Albany, New York

No current research. Two funded projects, one which

served the handicapped assisting,in mainstreaming stu-

dents, and another which served the ,deaf and more

severely handicapped in community colleges.

No research.''

.

Reseal` report. ork, State University of, A

Guidance Manual fo the Physically Disabled Two Year

College Applicant 1976. A survey of community 6-1

ieges in New Yo regarding architectural accessibility,

counseling a support s vices and vocational degrees

offered i ommuni leges.

Research report. New York, State University of, Voca-

tional Education: A manual of program accessibility

for the appli cant, 1971.

Project report. Schneps, Jack A4% and Frances Slater,

Responding to the Needs of the Handicapped:°!Two Year

College Strategies Workshop/Conference, September T974.

A workshop to explore the methodologies employed to

sensitize personnel and develop strategies to serve the

disabled student.
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State Respondent Information Submitted

North Dakota

Oklahora

Oregor

W. C. Boekes, Special Needs

Supervisor

State Board for Vocational

Education

Bismarck, North Dakota

Clyde C. Matthews

State Supervisor, Special

Programs

Oklahoma State Dept. of Voca-

tional and Technical Education

Stillwater, Oklahoma

Carrol M. deBroekert, Director

Community College Instruc-

tional Services

State of Oregon

Department of Education

Salem, Oregon

Rhode Island Thomas C. Schmidt

Commissioner of Educatiki

Rhode Island State Depert-6

ment of Education

Providence, Rhode Island

Tennessee Dee Wilder, Director

Research Coordinating Unit

Tennessee State Dept. of

Education

Nashville, Tennessee

Ye'rrrIont Nan4 Wylie, Acting Presi-

dent

CoMmunity College of Vermont

Montpelier, Vermont,
.e

No research.

No research.

4
No research.

No research.

No research.

No research.

r
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Table I - Continued

State

Virginia

Respondent Information Submitted

.WestiVirginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Guam

Ed Morse,,Coordinator

Student Services

Virginia Community',College

System

Richmond, Virginia

John, C. Wright, Vice Chancellor

West Virginia Board of,Regents

Charleston, West Virginia

Lloyd W. Tindall

Project Director

Wisconsin Vocational Studies

Center

University of Wisconsin

Madison, Wisconsin

Abel S. Benavides, Consultant

Occupational Special Needs

Programs

Wyoming Dept. of Education

Cheyenne, Wyoming

Victoria Harper, Assoc. Supt.

Special Education,Division

Department of Education

Agana, Guam

fNo research.

o research.

Research report: Kumar, Vasant, Handicapped Persons

in Wisconsin's Vocational, Technical and Adult Educa-

tion Districts - Assessment of Educational Techniques

and Identification of Barriers, July 1977.

No research. Individual community colleges conducted

self evaluations of facilities, course offerings

and other related information*to be in compliance with

federal and state mandates.

No research.
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target populations that could benefit from vocational education. In ad-

'dition to data obtained from students, information on programs and ser-

vices available in Kentucky was obtained from Vocational Regional Direc-

tors. the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation Services and the Special

Vocational Education Unit in the Bureau of Vocational Education. Data.

indicated that 15.4% of the students surveyed met the criteria for the

handicapped as defined by the 1970 Federal Register.

Of approximately 37,160 handicapped students in Kentucky secondary

schools, 35.3%.were enrolled in vo 'tational programming Another esti-

mated,14,580 secondary handicapped students were not in school, and

1,113 handicapped students were in post-secondary andadult programs,

as of fiscal year 1975.

The following conclusions in the Kentucky report are pertinent to

the current study of barriers:'

O

1. The instrument designed for data gathering would be ineffective

for an adult needs assessment.

2. The data indicat&J a discrepancy between available programs

and students' aspirations, since 14,419 handicapped students

felt that vocational training was unavailable to them.

3. Support service were designed to meet the needs of programs ,

rather than the handicapped students in those programs.

. Many handicapped students.are in programs which appeared to
f

have Tittle appeal to students.

5. Many,students appeared to.have'occupational and educational °

aspirations which were inconsistent with manpower needs in

their geographical area. 1-/-
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Sylvia Spencer (June, 1977) gathered raw census data to develop a

cursory description of the physically disabled population in the Cali-

fornia Community Colleges. Tfle main objectives of the study were to

inform legislators about the status of disabled students' financial

needs and to inform anyone concerned witkservices to the disabled stu-

dent, such as the enabler counselors.

fl-

According to Spencer, the percentage of disabled Californians who

become disabled after the age of 18 iS,79%, with the great t number of

respondents (31.1%) in the 21-26 age group and the second gre test )

(28.5%) in the 36-55 age group. 'The "stop-out" rate of 17.8% of dis-

abled students compared favorably with the "stop-out" rate of all stu-

dents on community college campuses, with the major causes for interrup-

tion of studies being mediojl care and financial .problems with a strong

correlation between the two.' Although five major sources of financial

assistance were identified--Supplemental Security Income, Social.Secur- .

ity Disability Insurance, Veterans' Administration Services, Department,

of Rehabilitation and Workmen's Compensation--these services were iden-

tified as inadequate to meet the student's daily medical and financial

needs, and many students lived below the poverty level.

One section of the study reported students responses on social pro-

blems found in their daily lives on and off campuses. Such responses

were quite similar to barrier identification undertaken by the current

study. Some of the comments included:

The teachers should take a short course on handicapped student
problems and be aware of the help they as teachers can give to
make our efforts of learning easier.
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Instructors are reluctant to give individual attention to han-
dicapped individuals.

Creative counseling, logical explanations and support for emo-
tional problems.

More soclal activities on campus. We need to make more
friends.

More and better job counseling. Counselors who know their C

limits and can advise us as to the jobs we can train and
study for that won't be phased out by the time we graduate.
More help in finding jobs. More cooperation between the
services, community and college, to meet the needs of the
handicapped student._

A directory of services available, also a listing of re-
sources we can call upon. More publicity regarding finan-
cial programs and how to apply for them.

We need'a place on the campus where we could go and rest be
tween classes or when tired. A place for nandicapped stu-
dents only where we could take off our braces or get out of
the wheelchairs and lay down for awhile.

We need a place, a quiet place to study. Perhaps altom
with special equipment for our use, i.e., opticon,, braille
typewriters, tine recorders and perhaps a reader Or person
available to-assist us when needed. (Spencer,",1977,
pp. '38-41)

Early results from a survey of programs and services available to

handicapped students at Illinois community colleges (Fabac, 1978) in-

dicated that about 1.6% of the students in vocational programs applied

for reimbursement of funds, although officials indicated that a far,

greater number of handicapped persons were receiving services'than

. this percentage indicated. Twenty-nine of the fifty-one community col-

leges in the. state responded to surveys mailed to Deans of students ser-

vices. Areas of inquiry included planning for coordinated specialized

proqrmis and services, policies and procedures related to the delivery
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of specialized services for handicapped students, definitions of "hridi-

copped' as used by community colleges, seVices formeeting the needs

of handicapped students, staff development strategies, organization to

improve services and programs.to handicapped students, and a summary of

needs that fiust be met in order to adequately serve handicapped students.

1r

Some of these n 4:included the removal of architectural barriers im-

)proved transpor atisin, coordination and communication within institutions
..../ \\

and with outside agencies, provision of guidance services, xareer plan-

ning and job placement. Other needs wer special courses for mentally

retarded students, and staff developm t.

Fabac stated that the report was an incomplete and sketchy interim

report of a continuing investigation. Essentially the investigation was

designed as a needs assessment study to:

1. Obtain information regarding the number of handicapped students

who were being served in community college vocational programs.

2. Determine the programs and services now available to those stu-

dents.

3. Identify the programs and services which were meeting with

success.

4: Determine what fature activities should be considered.

Planning Reports

Two reports of meetings designed'to devise strategies for meeting

the of of the handicapped community college occupational students

. were received. The report from New York, Responding, to the Need of the

Handicapped: Two -Year College Strategies Workshop (Schneps and Slater.

1g74) included information from academic deans, student personnel
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workers, potential employers, and handicapped students. These repre-

sentatives met to discuss the-needs of handicapped stOents at the post-

secondary level.

Th4objectives were to improve:

1. the delivery of decision-making information to'the handi-
capped occupational student,

2. the value of program and career planning,

3. the community college response to needs of the handicapped
occupational students,

4. the employment potential relative to the handicapped student's
'skill training. (p. 2)

Participants in the workshop discussed the incomicittudent,. n-campus

support, and the graudating student, and gained a-n.14reased awareness

of the complex issues facing those who respond to the needs.of the han-

dicapped. Participants also made commitments toiAltdisabled stu-
. .

dents for employment and encourage employertd.hlre e.disabled.

A statewidemeeting in MarylanChOn.May, '78 (Harkins,

1978) focused on assisting the communitc0 -serve.handicapped

students in compliance with Section 504'pf.'ithejtehabttation Act of

1973. The meeting produced suggestions, and toOrieriiir* a'.CoMmittee

of twenty-two persons representing state agehciOindedut'itlona in-

stitutions, and a plan to offer maximum acce..ssibilit.y4ficr§ervites tp

handicapped students in" the most efficient manfter44001e.1 'The com-

mi discussed interagency planning, funding4-AndAtieissuecen-
:.

tralization/regionalization of services versusAecemtraltztion:, Input

from the conmOttee Wd% used to draft a plan for :CoWianeewith'Settion

504. Individual surveys of the'colleges were al.*0.1$ed.:Ip
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information. The committee discussed self-evaluation reports which must

be completed oh,planning for program accessibility and services to han:

dicapped students by June 2, 1978.

Reports of Evaluation of Program§

Community College Occupational'Program Evaluation Systems (COPES

service center, 1977) was established by the ComMunity College Chan-

cellor's Office in 19410 to improve the quality and availability of oc-

cupational education_in community colleges in California. The program

helped personnel objectively appraise their occupational education pro-

grams Identifying problems of the handicapped student through this

system was similar to the barrier identification study conducted in the

y1AE4distr.i0s.in Wisconsin (Kumar, 1977) Each participating college

deterfOre Whipy_Of the following to employ:- r

415ral

Ine0t0,0its*subsy

making education programs and ser-

'.4::.tbtal occupational .education systems

of one or more of four specialized

--cooperative work experience education programs and
services for disadvantaged students

-occupational education programs and services for
disadvantaged students

- -occupational education programs and services for
handicapped students

-Appraisal of other portions of the college's occupational
education system, such as one or more cluster of programs,
a single program, or a process. (COPES, 1977. p. 2)



Tolle form for evaluating occupational programs for the handicapped

included sections to be completed by the college president or his or \\

her designee (typically the enabler for the handicapped or the occupa-'

tional education administrator),.the professional personnel, the stu-

dents, the community. and a site visit team. Evaluations of occupa-

tional education programs for the handicapped in twenty-four community

colleges reported in the 1975-76 summary of COPES activities indicated

that the five items rated highest by the validation teams were:

Qualifications of enablers/coordinators and directors in .

charge of administering occupational programs and services .
for the handicapped

Enabler prograMs established to provide services to handi-
capped students

Use of handicapped students' input in planning programs
and services for the handicapped (rated equally with
the next item)

Special education qualifications of instructional staff
working with the handicapped

Provision for effective coordination and direction for
programs, services, and occupational ucation efforts
for the handicapped

The five items rated lowest were

Enrollment of handicapped students in vocational work
experience programs

Use of job success and failure information of handi-
capped student graduates in program improvement (rated
equally in the next item)

Job placement of handicapped students in relation to
completions

Systematic and periodic review and follow-up of Nandi-
capped occupational students
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Systematic collection and use of information on employ
ment opportunities and community needs for occupational*
programs including any special conditions applicable to
handicapped students. (Summary of 1975-76 COPES Activi-
ties, p,3)

Beneficial results of the self-study included improved counseling and

guidance, increased professionalism, improved follow-up and improved

services for handicapped students.

The Student Accountability Model, (SAM) (Gold, 1977) in California

served over 90% of the community colleges in that state, providing fol-

low-up information on students after they left college. Resulting infor4

mation has beeH used for planning and evaluating programs. Demographic

information including the student's handicapping condition if any, was

obtained before the stuaent' left the program and was recorded in a

master file. Items for the follow-up questionnaire were suggested by

the twelve consortium members of California's community colleges. Items

were rated on an- importance scale of O to 100. Three essential ques-

tions were:

1. What is your present employment status?

Working, full-time (30 hours per week or more)
Working, part-time (less than 30 hours per week)
Not working, looking for a job
Not working, not looking for a job
Military Service

2. which single statement best describes your present job?

In the occupation for which I prepared while in college
'In an occupation' related to my college training

In a field not related to my college training
Apprenticesi program (specify)
Not employed



3. Are you attending college?

No College
Yes Major

Units carried

A total of g0 questions were rated as highly desirable, desirable, and

optional questions. Consortium members suggested that the questions

rated as highly desirable (three additional questions) be included in

the questionnaire. The manual includes detailed steps for implementing

the model, and'c011ecting and evaluatirig data received.

Reports of Programs Providing Services

Five reports of services were provided byl)ilot projects, special

programs, or cOmprehensive programs for handicapped community college

students. Although the service project reports are not research re-

ports, many of the projects have been implemented as a result of re-

search.

Michigan Inter - agency Model. The "Michigan Inter-agency Model and :

Delivery System of'Vocational Education Services for the Handicapped ",

a report of inter-agency cooperation was based on the following plan:

1. An inter - agency supervisory committeewhajointly
i'dent'ify needs'', establish priorities, explore alter-'
natives, and minimize overlap and duplication of
services to the handicapped within a traditiobal
vocational education model as opposed to the charac-
teristicAJT,concept.

2. A continuous review and updating of specific oafs
and objectives of each agency's legal and ph loso-
phica1 commitments to ensure effective and roduc--
tive delivery of services to the handicapp d.

3. Continuous sharing of ideas, problems, and eonflicts
from the local level between field staff and admini-
strative staff of the inter-agency cooperation
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committee to allow for new and_innovative programming
and smooth delivery of services'to youth at the local.
level. (Michigan Department of Education, 1977, p. 1)

0

The post-secondary pilot model has been recently designed to serve

,

,severely disabled clients, and to enhance their prospects4for epng-term

employment. The client flow from evaluation through any of the other

program components is depicted in Figure 2. The. occupational education

program is divided into eight modules, each providing special and in-

structional services for the clients. Social support services are pro-

vided throughout the training programs

S.O.Sppoject at Triton College. Tetzleff (1976) produced a: hand-

book for a project at Triton College in River Grove. Illinois. The
o

pur-

pose of the project was to provide a service model for disadvantaged and

handicapped students funded by the Division of Adult Vocational and Tech-

mica' Education. Services include identification.and referral by high

school and college perSonnel to the S.O.S. staff, provision coOservlces,

resources, and materials for students and faculty, such as campus re:

sources, professional development resources, and classroom and student

'materials available in a special section of the library. A handbook is

made available for fatulty and students as a part of the implementation

phase of the project.

The S.O.S. project at Triton College is a part of the Illinois

)(' Network of Exemplary Occupational Education Programs for Han capped and

Disadvantaged Students (Illinois Department of Adult, Vocational, and

Tec,bnical Education, 1977): which includes nine sites throughout the

'state of Illinois. Objectives and activities at the nine sites include:
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The project was designed to assist community colleges and local educa-
.

tors to peet their particular nepds.

Los Angeles Unified School District*. 'Serving the Adult Handicapped:.

The Divition of Career and Continuing Education' In-Place Capabilities, a

division of the Los Angeles City Unified School Distrjct (Browning, 1978),

provided a variety:of services and. materials-as described in brochures,

memorandums, and letters: These services were provibedin regional occu-

oationalcenters,.commu4ity adult schools, government and industry spon-

sored program's, adult basic education centers, skill centers, and at-

ivity centers. Services include a pilot project for the deaf pro-

videsvides tnevidual instructional mat )01s for deaf students involved in

vocational training, and an adviervice located in Cempral.City Occu-
%

.pational Center to test visually handittpped students for the GED certi-

ficate..

DeAnza allege Specal Education Programs. Reid (1978) reported on

the 4DeAnza College Spedia4 Education Pr3(grams"'in DeAnla, California,

t which can be describtd as exemplary 4rogrags
A
for.people with all handi-

4
'Cappinglonditi3Ons and Audeniewhb "range in age from sixteen-to one

hundred yearS". One program,. the Adaptive Geriatrit Education Program,

save the-aged in the community ariliopportunity to participate in learning

.56



experiences which compensated for physical, emotional, and cognitive de-

ficiencies due to age and institutionalization. Other programs included,

a corrective and rehabilitative Physical Education Program for the Physi-

cally Limited, the Hope-DeAnza North Sunnyvale Program, an indjvidualized

rehabilitaton program leiding to prevocational and vocational training,

an Educational DiagnoStic Clinic for persons with learning disabilities,

and a Physically Limited Program which encourages the physically limited

to attend cres at DeAnzA.' The over-all goal of the program as des-

cribed by Reid was to provide learning experiences based on individual

and special needs and to help each person-attain his or her learning po-

tential.

San Diego Community College District. The "San Diego; Community

College District: Comprehensive Plan Programs and Services for the Dis-

abled" (Resource Center for the Handicapped, 1977), was a plan developed

to comply with recent legislation. An extensive needs assessment di-
t

fl

rected to.individdal clients, agencies, and community college personnel

was., conducted. The needs assessment included a comprehensive planning

conference, a coordination of plans with colleges in the San Diego Cam-

munity College District, and reviews by the college presidents, district

chancellor, And district advisory committee. Results of the. needs as-
,

sessment and 'planning, sessionsare-contained in the report. The philo-

sophy of the San Diego,Gommunity College District for disabled students

was that "Disabled, students are special in the sense that all students

are individual .and special -, and they deserAve and shall have the same

educationalaopportunities,aVailable to all students" (O. 401.8). The

report also indicated the disabled students AO receive services to

r;



enable them, whenever possible, to be integrated into the mainstream

of education.

Reports of Projects Related,to Employment-

A project report on an Innovative °services demonstration for

severely disabled,persons'in California (Roberts and Brown, 1976) served

a two fold purpose as a service-innovation project and a research pro-

ject. The second phase of the research project compared the job-seeking

and placement patternS of the participants in the first phase with the

participantslin the second phase. A student follow-up indicated a high

rate of placement, and to analyze these results, a task analysis of the

activities performed by-project staff was developed. The greatest bar-

riers to successful employment were found to be the attitudes of em- 4

ployers were much more willing to hire th_e technically trained students

than they Were the students with backgroundsin social science or

Allkow liberat arts.

A reptirt prepared by The Regional Affirmative Action.Clearipg.

house (1976) summarized contractor obligations under Section 503 of

the Rehabilitation Act.of 1973 as a plan which could be used by the em

ployer for increasing staff awareness. .The report also includeS:an

appendix which identifies agencies, organizations, publications,land

standards which employers can use in recruitingreaching, and accommo-
.:

dating persons with disabilities. Barriers which disabled employees en- 41

counter were discussed in one section of the report. Attitudinal 'Cart 't,,

riers were discussed, such as the supposed higher insurance costs A,
,

hiring disabled persons, job performance, accident rates, safety factors,



absenteeism, and turnover rates. Recommendations for removing these bar-

riers were education and the integration of the affected population with

the general public.

Reports'on Materials'for Staff Development

Research and development of instructional booklets for the purpose.,,,

of mainstreaming the handicapped in vocational education in Florida re-

sulted in the publication of five booklets entitled Research and Develop-

ment-of Instructional Booklets for Vocational Education for Mainstream-

ing the Handicapped: Another Step Forward (Schwartz, 1978). The broad

range of topics covered in this report is reflected in the titles of

the booklets as follows:

1. Mainstreaming Handicapped Students into the Regular
Clatsroom

2. Characteristics of Handicapped Students

3. A System of Management

4. Evalu# 'on and Placement

5. Arc itectural Considerations for a Barrier Free
Environment.

The procedures for coordinatinglihd developing the booklets, along with

a dissemination plan to distribute materials throughout the state of

Florida are summarized in a report by Dr..Stuart E. Schwartz (the prin-

cipal investigatodoentit/ed, . . . Another Step Forward (1978). Al-

though the target audience is the secondary vocational teacher, the

booklets are applicable to post-secondary vocational education, and

'might be used for in.- service programs.
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Reports Related to Specific Disabilities

A grant was awarded to the State University of New York Coordin

Region No.u4 in July of 1975 to research opportunities for disabUg_stu-

dentt on forty-eight two year college campuses and to develop a pre-ad-

49

g

mission guidance and counseling service for these students (New York, -

State4niversity of,_1976). The product of the study, A Guidance Manual

.7 for the Physically D4sahied.twO Yea "r College Applicant, provides exten-

sive information regar'di,ng phYsicalacceSsliriiity, available support

servtt and vocational Aegreestffered..

A similar, but more extensive manual, WEduction: A

Manual of Program Accessibility' for the Physically Disabled Two-Year

College Applicant, (New York, State University of, 1977) was developed,

listing fifty vocational degree programs. Each program was described

by a narrative giving the general characteristics of curricula offered

under the career title, and the names of the community colleges in New

York which offered the cotrses. Academic tasks along with the kind of

classroom setting, the physical and personality demands of the course's

occupational training, and the workplace are all described in detail.

Information was obtained from a task analysis questionnaire mailed to

every professor teaching a course required to complete a vocational

technical degree program. The study benefited orthopedically handi-

capped, visually handicapned, and hearimg impaired students by providing

them with a guidance manual to all vocational technical programs in com-

munity colleges in New York.

The Florida State Advisory Col)ncil on Vocational and Technical



Education (1977) completed a study, Accessibility Of4uildingS and

Facilities to the Physically Disabled, to determine ,the accessibility

of the physically disabled individual to the vocatiiioal 00-technical

buildings and facilities The report was completed* a-partof the '

Council's effort to meet the responsibility required'ii,YJTAtle of

Public Law 94-482, also known as the VocatiAa4!;EdLi*Ori-AmerIdments of

1976, which requires that the state advisory cotincil vocational
A

education programs, services, and activities ,assisted under'this. Act,

and publish and distribute the results thereof" (Florida State Advisory
,

Council, p. i).

The Final Report, of the Statewide Feasibility Study,,of Post-Secon- 1111

dary EduCation. for Deaf People in Maryland, (Harkin, May 23, 1978), in-
,

44t dicated that deaf people arc oftet under employed and have a median in-

come $2,000 below that of.the,general populatio0o01:04tpost-secon-

1
dary education could better prepare the deaf indiViduaT for employment.

Gallaudet College is available to some deaf students but difficult'en-
.

trance requirements,expiude.90% of deaf high schOol graduates. Ac-
.

cording to the study .5uPport servicdi for, deaf students need not include

expensive interpreter services for each students, but a support service

system it needed and should include' interpreting, notetaking, counseling,

tutoring, special 'Class instruction, sign language classes for hearing

students, additional faculty and-staff and inseevice training for faculty

and staff on the implications of deafness and on working with deaf
.

people.

The-H.E,W. regulationsjor:Seetion SO4 Specifically state that,

4.

A



Colleges and universities are required to make reasonable
adjustments to permit handicapped persons to fulfill aca-
demic requirements, and to ensure that they are not effec-
tively excludOd from programs because of the absence of
auxiliary aids.°Groups of colleges may not establish con-
sortia exclusively for handicapped students (1977)

4

Nevertheless, the report recommended that regional programs be provided

for-the deaf to assure luagjty access to the programs in an institution,,

especially'occupatio61 programs. The report also offered i proposed

budget for a regional program forAea6tiiiIents.

Epilepsy, A Second Look (Kitt, Schuster and Rapp, 1977) is a report

of a project funded by the Maryland State Department of Education, Divi-

sion ofVocatipnal'Technical Education, which provided a counseling pro-

gramfor people,:i4th epilepsy at the;ComMuntty.Cellege of Baltimore.

.

GOals'ofthe program were to place People with.epilepsy in jobs or in

educational programs leading to a career, and to develop a model pro-

gram of career education, counseling, and employer educatioh demon-

strating the effectiveness of a coordinated approach to assisting people

with seizure disorderS. The project also included informal training

Sessions for employers and bulk mailings to personnel'directors. This

;resulted in an exchange of information and a more positiveclimatejor

employment.

Barrier Identification
\

One research project included barrier identification and the assess-

ment of educational techniques (Kumar, 1977). In this study, site visits

were made to sixteen Vocational Technical Adult Education Districts

(VTAE) in Wisconsin to present a survey questionnaire to staff members
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and to obtain the commitment of each VTAE school district. The survey

'questionnaire solicited barrier identification within each of nine desig-

hated categories of, barriers::, "1) attitudinale:.2faccessibtlitx, 3) pre-

employment, 24 employment, 5) post-employment, 6) legal, 7) organiza-

tional, 8) professional preparatign and 9) resource barriers" (p. 3).

In the category.:Of attitudinal and emotional barriers% respondents

indicated that handicapped students viewed themselves as failures,-they:

were frustrated with their rate of progress in acquiring skills, had

little or no knowledgeof relevant vocational programs and indicated-a

lack of .self- confidence. Although accessibility barriers were more con-,

troversial.amon0he respondents, the one item they did agree on was

that the:cost of transportation was- the most severe barrier in this

category. The, item most agr'eed on in the area of employment was. that
,

there was .a lack of systematic follow-up duririg the initial period of,
.

employment. In the legal category, respondents strongly agreed that han-

dicapped persons did not know Of available prograMs and benefits. There

was alSo agreement that the support services-of employers might be inade-'

qUate,hat employerS might be unwilling to make financial commitments,

and that labor and ipdustry needed tohire-qualified handicapped persons.

Generally; barriers included lack of knowledge, negative attitude's on, the

part of non-handicapped persons, competing societal demands, inadequate

leadership, 'architectural barriers, media ba'rriers and barriers within

employment.

Guideline for Programs for the Handicapped

Operational Guideline: Programs for the Handicapped, (Smith, 1977),



prepared under the direction of the California Community College Chan-

cellor's Office, were given to local college/district personnel to assist

them in complying with regulations relative.to the education of"the han-

dicapped, to Oovide a uniform approach to the administration of programs

and services for.studets with handicaps at Community Colleges in the

State of California to assist local administrators in developing a de-

livery system-of supportive services, and to Orovide a reference guide

for daily use-. The guide is divided into'eight sections, with d

definitions and instructions on general administration, student parti-

cipation, for,programs and services, and implementing, re-
0

and evaluating programs'and services: This comprehensive guide- .

line was to serve as a'reference only, and was-to be adapted for use

whenever relevant to the needs of a particular community. college.

Summary of Review of Literature and
the Relation to the Study

An extensive ERIC search and review of DiSsrekatiOn Abstracts

yielded very few studies or journal articles regarding handicapped stu:

dents in community colleges, probably because such studies responded to

recent legislation for the handicapped. Reports received from rese&rch
7V

development or training projects conducted in other states, however,

. did prove to be a valuable resource. Reports from these projects pro-

vided references for the investigator in selecting major tasks.

Three studies reviewed dealt with needs assessments for_the handi-

capped student pop0a40On. A. study conducted in Kentucky yielded



information regarding the appropriatenessof vocational programs fo

handicapped, the availability of such programs, and ,the appropriateness 'b.,

P Ov:

of supportive services. Although the investigators found that thestuty.a

coOld mot be applied to'the-adult population, results did relate to bar

rier identification and thus provided information Of barriers for the

current,studyy. (Bayne, et al:, 1977). Sylxia Spencer (1977) conducted

a statewide survey in tal(fornian the status if financial problems

Of the handicapped community college student and the need for services

for this student population. 5pencer:s study was used as a basis for

'selecting several tasks recommended by this investigator for imple-

mentation. 'John Fabac (1978) conducted a needs. assessment survey in

Illinois regarding numbers of students, programs and service, the

success f programs and seryices, and the need. for future planning.

Thes were related to the bai-r+ identification process of this study.

Statewide meetings for representatives of. the handicapped student

Aulation, and for agencies, e6loyers, and educators were Conducted

in the states of N w York (Schneps and Slater, 1974) and Maryland (Har-

kins; 1978b) to discuss the needs of the handicapped Student at the post-.,

secondary level. The participants in this Delphi study had similar ob-

jectives--to provide skills training and career planning for handicapped
-.,

i
. ..

-. a

students in community colleges and to serve handicapped students in com-

pliance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

Two projects in California, the COPES (1917) evaluation system and

the Student Accountability Model (SAM) (Gold, 1977), were-responsible

for evaluating vocational technical programs attended by handicapped



students iffCalifornia's community colleges. The COPES syst

55

is some-

what similar .6 this study in that the Delphi study participants identi-

e-
fled needS'for planning-and-evaluation. Programs were rat4 by the team

in the COPES system in the same manner that barriers and recommendations

Were rated in this study.

Five of-the.reviewed Rrojects-focused on providing services for han-

,

dicapped community college students--an area where participants of this'

Delphi study identified many barriers. The Michigan interagency project

(Michigan Department of Education, 1977) was a study of interagency

'planning for severely disabled students. The S.O.S. project in Illinois

focused on. identifying handicapped and disadvantaged students, prescrip

tion programming, supportive services, staff development, curriculum de-

velopmentand prograth planning, and accountability and were very much.

related to this project and the tasks which evolved from the study (Illi-

nois Department of Adult, Vocational and Technical Education, 1977). A

service project in Los Angeles focused OR services and included a project

for the deaf (Browning, 1978). The DeAnZa.College (Reid,.1978) program,

. an exemplary project for ,students from ages sixteen to one hundred, and.

the San Diego comprehensive plan and services for the disabled.(Resource

Center for the Handicapped, 1977), provided further references...in the

area of services for the handicapped at the community college.

Two projects were related to employment for the handicapped student,

a subject of some concern to the participants of the Delphi study. One

reported on an innovative service demonstration for severely disabled

studentAn California (Roberts and Brown, 1976) and another project

g
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prepared by The Regional-Affirmative Action Clearinghouse.(1976), re-

ported on attitudinalPirriersof.employment. A report from Florida

reviewed staff develoOmentmaterials, especially developed to help

mainstream the.handicapped student in vocatjonal.educition (Schwartz,

1978).

Reports of programs and services for the physically disabled (New
,

York,"tate University of, 1976; New York, State Ubiersity of, 1977;

and Florida State Advisory Council, 1977) were alspimportant: nine-

teenlof the partfcipantswere physically disabled, and most barriers

and recommendations..were related to physical disabilities. Reports from

MarytandAHarkins, May 23,1978., and _Kitt, Schuster and Rapp,, 977) sum-

marized studies. concerning deaf studentt'and students with epilepsy, two

conditions represented by the Del hi participants;

A basic reference was a report on a-barrier identification project

(Kumar, 1977) onducted with handicapped post-secondary students studying

Vocational Technical and Adult Education(VTAE) inWisconsin.

ject investigators also adapted the classification.pf barriers,found in

Barriers and Bridges (Phillips, et al., 1977).
. ,,,,, ,

The_Operationl Guideline: Programs for the HanVicapped(SMith,

1977) was designed to assist community college's in complying with regula-
.

tions protecting the haaicapped. Although designed as a reference guide

only, this resource contributed to the Delphi-study in the areas of ad-

ministration, 'student participation, budgeting for programt and services,

and implemeMpng, reporting, and evaluatingAprograms and services.



Although few literature references were available for this study,

recent project and research reports provided information to establish a

basis f6r research, especially as the reports addressed barriers, how
0

they could be removed, and the tasks necessary tofemove them.

5)

1
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES, TN5TRUmENTSIAND DESIGN OF/DATA COLLECTION
":7:f

. 59

Thischapter will, describe 'the methodology, and deign forstudy..

Following .6 statement of the hypotheseS, Part T describes the pOlicy

focus Delphi study. In Part II procedures are - discussed relating to

0

the way handicapped studentS at community colleges rate& the feasibility

'of implementing recommendations for reMoving .parriers which were ther4

compared to the way the Delphi survey participants rated the feasibilit.Y*

of implementing recommendations. Chapter III will "set the stage" for

the analysis of data innChapter IV.

4 Hypotheses

In the first part of this study, experts participating in the

policy Delphi exercise<were asked to identify and recommend ways to re-
41!,

.*1. move the barriers which affect handicapped persons in community college

vocational technical programs. Because this design allowed no guarantee

or control for a specified,outcoMe (Turoff, 1970) there is no form4pre-

diction model, and thus no formal hypothesis in this seCtion'of the study.

Inferential statistfcssociated with hypothesis testing are replied by

accurate descriptive statistics reviewing the identiftedotarrierSand

preferred solutions of the panel .of experts (Delbec*'i Varh de Van and

Gustafson, 1975). 41

The second part of the research followed a Oodified.action design

developed Aseek solutions to problems in a working setting (Isaac and

Michael, 1974). A consumer group -- handicapped seudents in vocational
,

t"
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ProgramsWas requestedAtO rate the easillWrity of the recommendktions
-;;#

, , it 4,

or removing barriers and those ratingsterkg comparediNto the feasibility
0. .

,, f_.
.

,

The chosen hypo-ratings of'the participants-ofotheDelphic exer

thesis was that there wo'Llld be no significant diffecrence between then

. participant group Snethe consumer group.*

.

plart I:, Policy Foc4s DelphfsSty6
,

ry

f
Part Lincludeslthe.4scrOtion and background of the policy focu.,

4 .4 r:

Delphi technique, the'preliminalpplanning for the study, the collection,

,i
*.:

#4. .

40'.
fo

analyses and synthesis of the data,,andsa distussion of the evaluation

\ ko

of the findings and presentation,of re results tpVhe steering Commit.-
...:.?. 40

-.

,
fl. 0-

.

tee:
,,

,1,.. v t* E,

..,..,

,

,.

The gelphi_ TwnLi que... ii7ii

# v 0
$a. .. ilk:

The Delphi 'technique, commonly u§'td to examdne poli issues was
. ..

'.'.A.
v. ,"

adapted in this study to determine the barefefs whiwth impede handtwpped
.,.

.
. .

:.

-students frOm successfully enrolling arid/or cdapletin.g vocational tech -
_--+ . ,,,

P''' ,. it
j. i. .eNk' -7,,.,

iit ,,,

nicar courses in commuhity colleges. In this st4dy the Delphi technique

was also Used to ascertain how these'barriers could bif 4Moyod. As 00-
',F7P'

fined by Turoff (1970) the Delphi technique a ','method for the s.n7-

, ;.

tematic solicitation and collation of inforAed judgments on a pacttculark

topic" (p. '149).

A pplicY Delphi technique was chosen fOr this study because it is

most appropriate when little or no informationre ardinq social problems

015ts and.whe'h there are policy issues A policy issue'is defined by
),

6
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'Turoff (1970) as an issue for which rational individuals advoCate dif-
.

fering resolutions" (p: 149). The policy focus Delpiii technique could

be part 'of the initial phase of a Program Planning Model (PPM), a so-

ciological model which.develops an orderly proceSs of structuring deci-

sion making (DeIbcgand Van de Ven, 1975). The problems encountered

in removing _barriers for handicapped' students in community colleges in
-

texas appeAr to be similar ,to general problems faced by community plan-

ners who used theTrograePlannipg Model:

. . needed physical and financial resources, techaically
trained personnel, and legitimating power, are often locked

. within establiShed business,'politjcal,and,Social'institu-
tions. Each' of these institutions, itself', may be only.

'moderately malleable.. The character o difficulties in
achieving innovation. within established bureaucratized
organizAXions. is well documented in the, ltterature. The
pitMem of community, planners transcapds_thesentraor-
ganizational difficUlties since they must-coalesce re-
sourcesfrOm'a number of organizations. Further, Since
,political-uniis,cris/tross the metropolitan conglomerate
but, seldom encompass it, problems. of legitimacy.arecom-
pounded. .

Am additional problem ls (lick:of) sufficient expertise
' 4 to deal with c6mplex problems.:,,.The. combination of the;

"information explosion" together with increasing special;
ization has made'the term 'ioterdisci4linary" a euphemism.

Finally. the appropriateness of technocrats: unilaterally
"Nanning for" communities may well taieTassed.' The in-
valwement of citiidns: clients, low-income neighborhood
groups, cd4erned politicaliri-epresentatives, and others

,rakes the questions of vsubsfdiarity'and,"Maximum Feas.2.-
'ible participation'' most important:Comcerns'for community
planning. (Detbecq and Van cte Ven, 1975, p. 149)'" .

AA:
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a discussion of design ogions in-operations-research and manage--

ment science, McNamara (1976) disCJI,550-diTecttons for policy A91ysis.
.

.

that Yehe'zhel: Dror had suTgette&.(0t.ed'in McNamara,1976)Aand:that

4 4J'.
Aaron 4i1X-fsky (died in''MN4ara0376),nad examined:.

,

putti attentiOii!,,would be paid to the political aspects

. of. OublicAetision.-making land public policy-inaking
(instead of. ignoring_92condescendingly regarding poli-
tical aspects) . . .

.

2. A broad conception of decision-making'and pplicy-making
would be involved (instead of viewing all decision-
'Making as mainly a.resources allocation). .

'.A main emphasis woulld be on creativity and search for
'new policy alternatives', with explicit attention to
encouragement of innovative thinking . .

4. There would be extensive reliance on . . . qualitative
Aiethods . . .

.

5. There,would be much m sis on futurfstic thinking . .

6. The approach would be 1 ser and less rigid; but never-
theless systematic, one which would recognize the com-
plexity of means-ends interdvendence, the multiplicity

. , of relevant criteria of decision, .and the partial and
tentative nature of every analyis . : (McNamara, 1976,
p. 143)

The policy Delphi technique is a fairly new option for research,

and although the technique currently has uncertain guidelines, the fol-

lowing consistencies have warranted general agreement:

Definition ~
4

A method. for- the systematic solicitation andcollation'
.,,, of informed judgments on a particular topic.

. .

Procedure . .

.

, .

'A set of carefully designed sequential questionnalifes ,

interspersqwithiummarize'd information and opinioQs.
fe dback deFived iTom earlier responses.

v.

/

ci
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Possible Objectives
To determine or develop a,range of possible alternatives.
To explore or expose underlying assumptions of information
leading to differing jPdgments.,
To seek out information which may generate a consensus of
judgment on the partaf the respondent group.
To correlate informed judgments on a topic spanninqa wide
range of disciplines.
To educate the respondent group as to the diverse and in-
terrelated aspects'Of the topic. (Turoff, 1970, p. 149)

Variations can be applied to any study, variations which raise ques-

tions with no teneral agreed upon answers among Delphi users. Some ques-

tions,pertinent to this study are:

Is the respondent group completely anonymous among its
own members, or to the design team, or to the user body?

Should iDelphi be used in conjunction with 'a committee
or angoilirstudy effort?

Must the design team be knowledgeable v the subject mat-.
erial or do they rely on-the. respondents to fil,rout the
subject material?

Should the iterations feedback) be cycled to the'same
respondent group or is there a series of separate res-
pondent groups interacting serially or parallel with

' ,)one another?

How much freedom should be given the respondent group
to Change the nature of the issues presented?

How many iterations are needed? And why?

,

What do you feed back into the iterations, -and what do you
eliminate?

-t:.

How do'you evaluate your respondent groupas to their e*-
pertise or 4o they evaluate themselves?

Do'emotional arguments convey content that sho4-)uld be re-
tained in the exercise?

How homogeneous or heterogeneous should the respondents
be? (Turoff, 1970, pp. 150-151)

.
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Ern with these unanswered questions, the Delphi, technique is growing.in

popularity as a research method for planning and technololical fore-.

castin (Turoff, 100).

A policy Delphi study forms policy through a committee whtch has

the ability'to implement or use the results of the study. Policy for-

nation is not the responsibility of the respondents An the policy Delphi

process; instead, they are "precursors" to the policy committee activity.:
*

Because of the way the information will be used, the respondents of the

Delphi study should be "experts"'who can offer biased, rather than-un-

biased opinions--that is, the respondents' extensive knowledge-and in-

formation gained by experience are necessary for the.techniquessuc-

cess (Turoff, 1970).

In selecting the Delphi respondents; Tui'off (1974 eeCoMMendqthey

be diversified individuals at a fairly high 1.061 of responsibility and

are in a position,tolunderstand the total scope of thgmekercise.. The.,

Delphi method is thought provoking, and ,for thiS:reasti6 the resp dents

fme'Consr will need to understand that the lUestionnaii-es will
4

and require careful attention.
4f,

ing

Turoff's (1970)suggestion hvebeen.4eful':athis1Study46-
4,;t

pecially suggestions for desighingtOg stu S6 tan9. reSpOndent, and'

selecting scale's to deteriMine tW,seierity of hat= twyeasioi_
A. 7 e

lity of removing those barrierS:.1NrOO;s 'n prii)Odaesand'
-

objectives were applied to theitud4 and, d-as, "elines during

the,design phase of the Delphirdrias.1

171
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The three major, exercises 'of this policy focus Delphi study are pre

sented in. the following sections. ,'For further clarificatiOn, the phases

Of the major exercises and accompanying activities are presented in a
4...

graphiC format in Figure :'3 which otttelinet the activities of Part I of

stu 4 . 0,,

PreliminAi.Y Planning,

A

r

..' ,,-
.ph.daeHl: : Fleven types ipf:.persohs- were .select.1,1-..for the,' steering

committee,, representing state asient-ieseeduCtiiional institutions .(both

secondary and post - second tiohdicaRpecl. Vt'usdehtV and a person who
.

Would pro0de a n.aticroak,,per6Pective.?,Of ;post secondary educational op-

portunities ;1pr handic'ajaped stid nt's.' ;The types,tof perns selected,

numbers' of 'rePieserrtat.iVe'sr,-, and te.agencjes or anstitutiots they repre--.-
,

sent are prestated lry.Table

ReCoMmendations for, steerim Cormiittee.membesrs were sol ici,ted fro

public agency adefni-strAtive persa0e1,:;e, superv.i.s0 ry personnel ,;'-io.rjtruc-
,-.

4

tocs, Texas Rehabil.itatign cotinselor connunil college vocational di-

r'ectors, and coordinatoits of pilot: grojects spolored by the Texas Re-
P,/,i,

..i..1 `ki>
1 i tat tommissjon.' Members 'Of the S:.tegring committee and persons

---sc.:
1 ttA cl li.who recommended them awe inc .udeg,.. n ppen disc

The responsibilities 6 ,the ste ring icoinrn tee were
l' '-';''

Ts To identify participants for '. t(gee rounds of the
7 (

Delphic study.

2. To' respOnd to three rounds Of the Delphic study.

3., To itdentify' ways to :ifflptement the results of the
.64#

0, 4
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'Phase 3: Preparationiof 1

Round I Questionnaire

66

Preliminary

Planning
.(

collection

Analyses,

and

Synthesis

of

Data

STEERING COMMITTEE RESPONDENTS

Phase 1: Selection
of, Steering Committee

Activity 1: Select
Steering Committee

Activity 2: Initial

meeting Of the
Steering Committee

Phase 2: Identification
of Delphic Respondents

Activity 3: Identify
respondents 1) Principal
2) Alternate

Activity 4: Solicit
agreement of design
of questionnaire
(steering committee)

Activity 5: Design,
instrument (utilize
assistance of sub Oa*"
of steering committee)

Activity 6: Pilot
test instrument

Activity 7: Solic
approval of final form
from sub group of the
steering committee

Phase 6. Preparation of
Round II Questionnaire

Activity 11: Solicit
approval of the
steering committee
sub group

IPhase-9: Preparation
of Round III

Evaluation

and "(

Policy

Analysis

Phase 12: Analysis of re-
commendations for task
identification and policy
implications

`Phase 13: Steering
Committee Reanalysis

Activity 14: Presenta-
tion of identified tasks
and ratings of desirabi-
lity, feasibility and
cost effectivness

Activity 15: Solicita-
tion of agreement or
disagreement from

steering c ee
members

Phase 4: Collection
of Round I Responses

`^r

Phase 7: Collection
of Round II Responses

Activity 12: Anal-
ysis of Round II

Activity 13: ,Pre-

pare and feed back
information

'Phase 10: Collection
of Round .III Responses

ANALYSIS

'Phase 5: Analyses of
proposed barriers-

Activity 8: 'It&
analysis

Activity 9: Prepare
draft interpretation

Activity ID: Prepare
report for steering
committee-sub committee
Round One synthesis

Phase 8: Analysis of ratings
and proposed solutions '

'Phase 11: Analysis of
proposed. solutions

FIGURE 3: PHASES OF THE
POLICY FOCUS DELPHI STUDY
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TABLE II

SELECTION OF STEERING COMMITTEE
. z TrO3LE

Types of SteerOBLri Or 410101360f0MMil7n Agency or
Committee Members Seleeted. Representatives , Institution

Handicappedstudentelfromd.
the vocational technical-
programs

IF

5ePPOrYi604¢44,41flica!
Personnel

Ld-JcaJ,ion
ComgnAty College Voca-
tional Directors

'voc a

ComP4PitY401pge Voca-
tional Program Personnel

Pilot PrOi00$1PolgiQned'
bY,TWOPT-80144i,iWAW
Commission (TRC) ti

POtr5f4c01104EYiTe4Ogrn.
.E01.4c4tC117k5):46

Texas Education Agency,,
departMent ofSpecial
Education

Texas Education Agency,
Department of Occupational
Education and Technology.

Cojjege,CoprOihotOgtRwl

:C:1

Texas Rehabilitation
Commission

'.-

Nat'ional Consul tant 6

..;.fli:;t,r.; of Agency or
(-,-.;,r2rJativtisers of setuitetueouocational

--Progf
ege

,JSers of services
T011gi4Mgegt frWermoottql which
rOvsestudents to community
college vocational programs .

ine iargest teeder syster
Nr469sreliPfi6§ibbectarottR..ad-
OP44E4W9t9tnigoOr1516dt the
local level
Persons responsible for:

,3 Per$910a4iCecblYprep011041e.;
.fgratheopidents program

4 F4POtalmr§ctfyPregrOWfor:
040164PMO§Wenit6ollIdfour
ommunity colleges in Texas

Rtogh@EpprailltugeOg 010 00

5411M6ti,cT01140iniquTPr
vocational instructors
iedcher trainers who pro:
SZ4WAgenay1Ptrswirtqlewhvpro-
Odetconag1tativecteOmice to
he state's educational facili-
6;e agency personnel :hc

vide consultative serr.
-1 401iPilltratOP9AitOMOnt.V.

celjege vocational programs
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The steering committee met February 10, 1978_ A copy of the' letter in-

vitation, an abstract of the study prelted to the members of, the...;

steering committee and minutes of the meeting are included in, Appendix*&.4,,

B. At the initial meeting the steering committee iicntified the
,

criteria for successful completion of programs in vocational techniCal

education by handicapped coMmunity college students, and identified

and ranked barriers which impede this.successful completion (Appendix

8). A tentative Round One of the Delphic exercise was also sub-

mitted to the steering comMittee and they agreed on the general.design

of the instrument.'

Phase 2: Steering committee members were then invited to nominate

three participants. and as.many as three alternatives, their choice being

governed by the nominee's knowledge of community college vocational pro-

grams, their ability to identify what assistance handicapped students

need to syccessfully learn vocational.skills, and their knowledge of the

current barriers in community collegeS which keep handicapRed students

fpom either enrolling or c pleting Vocational prograMs. Three. mem-
,

,bers were unable to.attend the eeting. Of these, one submitted nomina-

tions at a later date.

A letter (February 18, 1978,'Appendix C) was,:mailed to each per-

son nominated,-briefly.explaining the "study and the Delphi teChnique..

It also Outlined the responsibilities of the participant:

Complete the, Round One Questionnaire (mailed to participant) -

Complete the Round two Questionnaire (mailed to participant)

Attend a two-day workshop, May 4 and 5; 1978

Complete the Round Three Questionnaire
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The abstract of the study and an agreement form were enclosed (Appendix

C). Of the seventy persons invited to participate in the.study, fifty-

\

three accepted. Of the seventeen wk did not participate, eight

returned the form or contacted the office to 'decline the invitation.

A follow-up. letter (March 11, 1 78) was mailed to persons who

agreed to participate in the study. This letter included the objectives

of the study,, lame$ Of the steering committee, definition of terms, and

the tentative agenda of the workshop on May-4 and 5, 1978 (Appendix

Collection, al , and Synthesis of Data

Ni
Round One. Phase 3: The Round One questionnaire was prepared with

the assistance of the Texas AO University facUlty committee supervising

this study ancF5y9gestions made by the steering committee members. A

pilot test was:then nducted with two handicapped students who attended

`community college:vocational techni

A
1 programs, a coordinator of evening

_ .

classes in a community college, an TRC Counselor.- 'The pilot test in-
#

'dicated a need 4 more informatiOn about the respondent, especially.i

A ,

the respondent had a handicapping condon.

The prepared questionnaire was then submitted to five steering cm-
,

mittee members fOr their approval 4the general design of the instru-

ment. Except for two comments co r 1,ing the lines dividing the handl-
e.

capping conditions and ttle,barrier steering committee- offered no

other suggestions fot' charging the instrIvent.

P;.las.4.:' During the latter part of March a survey packet (Appendix.

.,

D) was :sent to the nineteen steering committee memb rs and to the
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fifty-four additional participants selected by the steering committee

(Appendix 1).. The packet included: 1

1. A cover letter which explained how the information would

be used, and gave examples of barriers to help stimulate

participants to describe barriers.

2. The Round One questionnaire.

3. A form requesting personal information.
)

4. A form requesting' ratings of criteria neessary for

handicapped students to successfully complete voca-

tional/technical programs in community colleges.

Numbers were assigned to the returned questionnaire, and these numbers

also provided identification for steering committee members and partici-

pants for the remainder of the study.

RotANOWL Phase 5: A total of 402 barriers were tallied from the

sixty-thOU4stionnaires returned by April 14. These barriers were

analyzgdeptobiAd, and condensed so that Round Two contained only 198

barriers. Marjorie HanSpiT, a 9onsultant approved by the graduate com-

mittee, assisted in the iten analysis. Careful.attention was given to

the general intent.an0eanirigof each barrier:, and although the barriers

were combined and condensed, each was represented.-. Each barrier was-

then standardized to maintain consistency.
4

Sovoerity ratings of barriers were.on a scale of one through four,

one b44ng "yery ,severe", two, "moderately'severe", three. "slightly

severe", and four, "not severe". Each participant was asked to rate -the

barrier-Acording to its severity, then Make recommendations for removing

the."very:severe' and "moderately severe" barriers.I
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Barriers were grouped into the three bread classification'S des-
,

cribed in Barriers and Bridles (Phillips, et al., 1977), under which

more specific groupings were identified as f011ows:

Barriers Within the H lOing System

Legislation
Planning and Preparation
Personnel: Support Services
Attitudes of Community College Personnel
Attitudes of Non-Disabled Students
Preservice and'Inservice Education
Prevocational Training
-Vocational Instructional Programs:-and Services ,

Vocational Materials and Equipment ,

Research
Counseling, Placement and FollOWup
Student Accounting System

r Lack of Financial Re/ources

.

e.,
..°t1 Barriers the Society

4

Lack of Knowledge About the ,Helping System4
4

, .Attitudinal Barriers
. inadequate Leadership

. Mettle Barriers
a Iransportation

Employment Barriers
Architectural Barriers Off Campus4 0
Competing Demands

.-:Barriers Within the Handicapped Person, their Families and
°then Advocates

irk

4,, Handicapped Persons: Physical/Mental/Emotional Problems'
Handicapped Persons: Lack of Knowledge
Handicapped Persons: Behavioral Barriers

;Negative Attitudes and Feelings
Family Members
Barriers Within.Advoca es for Nandicapried Perscons

71

J

4
.j

Phaae '6: A °draft of the .Ro rid Tw questionnaire was submitted to

six m er§ of, the steering co

4.

This sub-committee was asked to

R.
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r

appraise the intent of each item and the directions for the question-

,naire. The concluded that although the was somewhat

lengthy, they understood the items and instructions.

Phase-7: The Round Two questionnaire and cover letter (Appendix

F) were mailed to participants on April 20, 1978, with the request

,that they return the instrument by April Z8, 1978, In addition, tele-
4

'IYhorle calls were made to each participant requesting the early return

of the instrument. As a result, fifty-five questionnaires were re-
,

turned by May 1:- Five other instruments Mere returned later, a total

of 85 percent (One steering committee member moved after Round I).

Phase 8: The Statistical Package for The Social Sciences (SPSS)

(Nie;,Bent and Hull, 1970) subprogram, FREQUENCIES, was used to obtain

the mean'of the ratingsof severity of the barriers and the percent of,

responses falling in each level of severity,.

Round Three. Phase9: The relative frequency (percent) of how.

participants rated the severity of the barriers was then reported

in the Round III Questionnaire along with thepmean score of all the'

'respondents. The participants were aske0 to_ examine' frequency

ratings' of the barriers, mark any mean score they felt was too high

or too low, and'explain *eir reason(T) for disagreeing 'with the

score.

V Phase 10: The Round Three questionnatre(Appendi4 G) was dis-,

tribUted at a Workshop designed for the partiCipaptS.ofthe study, Ac-

cording to Kerlinger (147),this method is prefralle.tg mailing out

questionnaires. Nevertheless, because only forty-one of the seventy-one

41

'1:
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.0"

part44ipants attended the workshop, the. questionnaire was mailed the

partici ants who did not attend the workshop. Fifty questionnaires

(7Q) were c Dieted for 1Fivound.

ents received from the ROundIhree questionnaire

Participants did not resiSond,to each item, but

the items with which the' disagreed. Comments were

again combined and condensed, attention being given to the general

intent and meaning of. each comment. Many compents were adtually recom-
.

mendations4forremoving the barriei't rather than reisons for disagree,

ment.

p
Part II: Comparative Ratings of Consumers and Participants

4

The second part of the study was a comparison :-of ratings of the

feasibility of implementing recommendations!, forreMoving barriers made'

by handicapped community college vocational students with the ratings

of the pa;-ticipants of the study.

.The,questionnite requesting ratings of feasibili y (Appendix H)

resentedcthe barrie recommendations tolicited'from Ilqund Two of the
A'z?

Delphic exercise, and a rating scale. 'Retommendations' received from

Round. TwO'were carefully examipel according to meaning'and'general. in-

. ,

tent, and were combined whenever there was duplication,with & resulting
)ph

351 retommendations for the removAl.of the 1198 barkiers.
ai, r

The questionnaires distributed to the'payipcipAnts who attended,
4.4 ,

thg workshop and mailed to persons who. were rift in attendance. The

questionnaire was divideillinto three parts. because of the length. Bar-
.

riers through 66 were in the firs' part, barriers'67 throUgh 136. in

YC

A
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the second part, and barriers 137 through 198 in the third Part. Ques-

tionnaires,were ranahly distributed to participants at the workshop

andrandomly mailed to the participants who were not in attendance.

rey eight completed questionn-aires were returned by participants.

, AN

tr.

1

1

e questionnaire was also completed by handicapped studentS

in vocational echnical programs in community colleges. After the

inquiry was endor d'by representatives of the Texas Rehabilitation

4'-Commissfon, each of 51 TRC.counselors selected two students tb

_compl.,ete'the questionnaire. ,fhe counselors Were'mailed the following

informatiorr(AppendixH):

1. A memorandum to the rehabilitation counselor explainin

the nature of the study.

2. A copy of the memorandum from John A. Fenoglio.
.

3. A letter to each Audent

4. 'A form reqqestin-g information regarding the .student's

handicapping conditiOn, vocational program,4age4 sex,

type of expected employment and the name of the stu-

dent's community college.

441s

Objectives of the study.

6. The questionnaire-7Feasibility'Ratings for Removal of

garriers

Ratings of the feasibility of implemeriting reCOMmendiatiOns received

from the participants and students were compared by applying-a Wilks'

Lambda Test of Significance.
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Phase 12: As a final, summation and analysis of the results of this

1
study, the inves gator conAlictWa factor analysis of the 351 reco7en-

dations and identified t.i.fenfiiithe general tasks which might be imple-
...

. . iV,
. ..., ..

mented And would relate to the:,,formulation of.polices to enable the

handicapped to. enroll 0
1

and coMplete vocational technical programs of .

%N.
instruction in community colleges.' The-factor analysis waS\alto based

On findings from the rENiew of literature and information received from

research and projects. The investigator then rated each of the tasks

according to the desirability, feasibility and cost, effectiveness of

performing the tasks:" -

Phase 13: The twenty-nine taskS 'and summarized recommendations re-

,laOng to the tasks were mailed to the members of the steering c.ommiAtee

requesting their-responses regarding agreement or disagreement with-the

.

appropriatehess.of the tasks ohdTatings of desirability, feasibility
.

a.nd cost effe'cti'veness (Appendj:x:J) Steering committee .comments are

presented in C4opter IV.

The findings ofthe stud

are presented in a series of
8

recommendatiorls of thestudy are presented in Chapter V.

re summarized in Chapter IV where they

es and narra \e., Conclusions and
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PRESENTATION OF 7HE DATA

'This chapter findings concerning the criteria for succes-ifully.

:,-

completing voptional/technical programs by handicapped students in

munity colleges are presented, ascwell as an.analysis of the data from

the Delphic study. This includes barriers, recommendations for ?Tmoving
1

those barriers, ratings of both the severity of the'berriers and qf the
.. 00-

77

.feasibility of the recommendations made to remoVethe barrigrs. .Partici- w 4 ,

, *

pant's ratings of the. feasibility of implementing the recommendations A
6

compared ittlthe ratings made by consumersqcommunitp:college vocipon41

students who were handicapped). . Twenty-nine general tasks toehe iMple-

P 8,
V 4

mented by communiq.dolleqes, advocates for the tandicappei, or agencies''
* ,0

4:
responsillle for the handicapped are. presented as a reresult of, an analysis

of the recommendations lor removal of barriers4.ci Data ha4 beep suMmar-
;,.

ized in a series of tables' and in the narrative ck? this.,chapter. .

.0

Criteria or.Successful Completion of Vocational Technical Programs

- Seven criteria,for successfully completing' vocational technical

programs by handicapped students in. community colleges were identifir

by the steering committee and presented to the participants in Round

k.,_

A

One. The criteria, with the numbers of participahts.selecting each cri-
.

. .

.

terion, are presented ib Table III. Sixty-seven of the seventy -two

participantsresponded to this part of the questionnaire; most; select

*
more than one criterion.. Two participants stated that. criteria, other
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Table III

CRITERIA FOR SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF VOCAtIONAL TECHNICAL PROGRAMS
Y.

rx

Criteria
Numbers,of' Participants
:Selecting Criterion*. -

.

Acquisition of sufficient job 48
skills to become successfully,
employed

''`

Acquisition of sufficient skills:,, 351

to live a productive self- suffi -
cient life .

',';

Acquisition of sufficient skills' 4 38

to compete in the worldof work
with non-disabled individuals
With similar training

Sufficient acquisition of:skills
to meet personal, individual
'goals

Certification in the technical
area for whictithe student is
trained :.

Successful' employment to the
maximum potential/of the per-
son's earning power

Completion of an associate
degree

Other Criteria.

.ACquisition. of interpersonal rela-
tionships with employers and em-
r5loyees

Maintaining employhlent in .0.1e,re-

1:ated field of training

,

'
N = 67i

* Participants could select more than, ore, criterion

lr

.41

3P
:F

rc

40



thah those presented were,necessary for the successful completion. Or

vocational technical:prd4rams. by: handicapped students. These 4re also

presented in the:i4h1e.

-,

Presentation 13f' C

4 :,

lfected frOMParticipants

Barriers reCommendatiops fdeTreMOving thebarriers, ratings of
, .

,.
.

. 4, ,:. 4 . . 1 ,4. . .

both the seVer4ty of.;the borraers-,and;oft rfeasibility'of recoMmehda-

tions,for removing bari6erOand:4M4nts, r4arding the barriers are
a

, e,

Oresentedtin Table IV..which comprises:Pages 81' to:132 of this-chapter.

Eacil4of the 198 bariers i s listedAinder:fh:foliowin.three-large

:classificatiOls, and sub-clOsifitation

Yw

Barriers Wt*in:thesHelpiOg. System
Legis)ation

79 A;
ri

44. 7 d

Plan gAnd,Preparation
-,

, At tides of ComunitY Collegel)ersonnel
A ilitudes,of sNon=OiSabled Students..

ervide and Inseryjce Education
ationalTraining
pal...instructional.- Programs and

katerial'and Equipment
Research -.

Counseling,lacementan&Followup
Student 'Accouhtilg System,. '

Lack of Financial Resources

Barriers Within the Societx:,
Lack of Knowledge Aboutthe Helping System
Ottitudina:1 Barriets'-,:v-

Ipadequate Leadership.
Media Barriers'
Tr.insportation

Employment Barriers
Architectural Barriers Off Campus
Competing Demands

Pre

Voca
Vocati

Services

Barriers Within the Handicapped Person, Their Families, and Other
AdvoCates

.

Hapdica ed Perso
.

ns: Physical/Mental/EMotional Problems
ilandita ped Persons:. .,Lack of Knowledge
Handicapped Persons:- Behavioral Barriers

'i
'Negative Attitudes and Feelings '0

Family Members .1

Bai.rie?'s Within Advocates fore 'Handicapped persons
O

ti
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Recommendations,for'reM0141rofbgrriers are listed, under each re-
lated 81Irrier. Numbell tqleconthendAtions under each barrier vary from

no ecomm4daticins te,,d1 ny five recommendations.

Iltixty,Nspondentated .-severity of the barriers. The are

2iesented. by pdrceritlige,1,, ip, thi 'second column of the table.

. . The Atlicip#qi-aisoAted feasibility of implementing recommenda-

ri , A
,

' ;tions, as fndicaked percentages in the third column. The num-

'' ';-: tiers'6-f re Qnderts wficilrated each item is beside-the percentage figure.
, t.,,, ,...1.

,

4 , 'E.Ciiji'a'.i26pan't14ied,06-third of the recommendations for the removal

'''oftarriers ,
,

.,

The ments of 'the respondents registering disagreement with thetip

rating iever4ty,ofkhe barriers ate summarized'in the last two

coltinihs.70 thitable, Respondents often limited comments to "too low"
,..

4; Li ? g
.1

-ii, or "tbo 4;igh''. the figures in parenthesis represent the number of res-, .-
,

eti

Poncient :who disagree on the'tatings..- Although comments° were-of ,in-.

c,4

,terest, it apritars that the number of comments and disagreement `with

0 rat wers not of sufficient number of change the ratings of severity

01, appreciably,
k

41;

4

ttt

a

410.

,tt

4
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TABLE I I

,A SUMMARY OF THE SEVERITY OFBAPFili-RS FOR THE HANDICAPPER,

AND FEASIBILITY OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO REMOVE BARRIERS

In the first column; barriers are listed example: 1.0) as Well as the recommendations for
removing these barriers (example: 1.I.

The second column reports how respondents rated the severity of.eacn barrier:
1 being very severe, 2 being moderately severe, 3 being

slightly severe, 4 being not severe and no nesponse (NR). The column includes the percentages.

Tbe third column reports
how feasible the respondents, judged the re-.or mendations to be, 1 beini, definite191 feasible, 2 being feasible.,

3 beirlig possioly, fegsible, 4 being possibly'unfeasible, 5 being definitely unfeasible. Eath member was randomly assigned to ,only
of the recomniendations. Tne column includes the rating scale, the oercentages Ind numbers of respondents.

The last two columns
report the respondents' comments about the severit /of barriers.

Respondents often limited their comments to 'toolow" ,or "too hih". Numbers in parentheses indicate the numbers of respondents.

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS / SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 601

1 2 3 4

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY REV:NAGE

1 `3 4 5

COMMENTt REGARDING RATING OF SEVERT OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Re,spondents

BARRIERS WITHII THE HELPING SYSTEM

L2 illation

1,0 A general lack of knowledge in

the academic community of Sec-

tion 504 of the Rehabilitation

Act of 1973

1.1 Inform via workshops,(

printed maternal, admini-

strative policy.

1.1. Each organ' should

adopt policie imple-

ment locally.

1,3 Legislators should be re-

quested to make wording

: less difficult

1.4 Communicate and disseminate

through news media. .

1,5 Provide orientation semi-

nars on the natre and

effect of. Section 504 for

key admini$tnallve person=7

.nel.

11.7 38.3 41.7 8.3 0

61.5 30 8

N l3

77

38.5'15.4 30.8 7.7 7.7

N = 13

15.4 21 1 23.* 38.5 0

fl
:

13'

38..5 23 1 15.4 23.1. 0

N =13

30.8 69 2 1 3

N 13

1.0 (6) Community College Personnel

need more awareness of this act,

There is a need to support legisla-

tibn for credible enforcemeht.

Needs to be more information 'end

attitudinal change regarding 504.

t

is
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BARRIERS AN:l RECOMMENDATIONS

.;

SEliERIT BARRIER

RAH Y PERCENTAGE

IN 60)a

2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY BY IMPLEMENTATION

'RATING Pi PERCENTAGE

2 3

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO 1,0W'

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents_

2.0 Social Security Disability In-

surance legislation which in-

hibits initiative to prepare

for employment

2.1 Make these funds available

for vocational education.'

2.2 Remove earnings limita

tions.

2.3 Provide yearly interviews

by rehabilitation Counse-

lors.

Planning and Preparation

3.0 Inadequate planning on the

part of the adiinistrative

staff for individual student

needs of the handicapped such

as language barriers.

3.1'Estiblish inservic train-

ing'for corimunity college

'administrators,

3.2 Establish an affirmative

action program to include

haOiCapped:stodents.

3.3 Include t'lis type of

assistance in .curriculum,

12.1 34.5 (5 5:7.3'4

21.1 45:0 26.1 6,1 0

45.5 18.2 21.3 0 9.1

N = 11'

36.4 21.3 3.! 27.3 0

N =11

45.5 16.4 3.1 9.1

N = 11

33.3 33.3 25.;

N . 12

16.1 50.0

N =12

18.2 2/.3

2

15.1

I,

8.3

8.3

9.1,

N = 11

2,Q (10) SDI con and does inhibit

motivation. Benefits could be mod-

ified to both maintain security and

promote employment, however, it is

extremely:difficult to convince

someone "Oraiving'so6ial security that

would be.better off.without it.

Legislation .needs to be amended to

create more incentive for people to

get back to word:
tt

310 (9) This is the most essential

step in providing adequate programs

for handicapped students. Should be

rated very severe, Should be

higher. Organizational action,

i.e., change begins at the top

(usually). Problems exist so res-

ponsibility for correction lies with

administration which is not doing

much at this point.

2.0 (1) Should be rated

less severe.

3.0 (1)

e.
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATION

4.0 General lack cl communication

between helping agencies and

the training institution.

4.1 Assign a liaison person

to each community college

4.2 Establish interagency

committees to provide for

more exchange of infor-

mation.

4.3 Provide information in

preservice training at

colleges and univehsities

5.0 Too few certified rehabilita-

tion counselors on campuses

of the traininginstitution.

5.1 Establl some type of

funding formula to assure

an adequate ratio of 're-

habilitation counselors

to. students.

5.2 Make the job of counselor

'more attractive to new or

prospective counselors.

5.3 Provide the "common

client" concept where

various institutions pool

resources and focus on a

common client.

6.0 Lack of organizational struc-

tures whtch insure meaningful

interactiOn...between handi-

capped and nondisabted stu-

dents

6.1 All programs, should be

deSigned to avoid lack of

integrated activities.

SEVERITY

RATING

60)'

2

OF BARRIER

BY PERCENTAGE

3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMP,,EmPi":47.ION

RATING BY PERHN'w,E

1 2 3

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers cf Dts:cndents)

20.0

20.0

36.7

38.3

41.7

26.7

1.7

15.0

0

0

41.7 33.3 8.3 'E

N . 12

50,0`8.3 25.0 "E

N = 12

50.0 25.0

N . 12

25.0 50.0 16.7'

N = 12

25,0 50 0 i6 7

N . 12

4.0 (9) Agencies do not communicate

efficiently, biltrefore, administra-

tore,and studentt do not know of

hero that is available, Soould be

rated more severe because of 1) com-

plexity, 2) overlaps of responsibi-

lity for the funding process and 3)

lack of involvement in professional

rehabilitatior4rocess. Emphasis

should be on the client.

II

5.0 (8) More qualified counselors

need to give in-depth service.

4.0

4

b.0 121 1;r.c:..- severe

enough to ',a-art consid-

eration

16.7 16.1 58.3 : J

N . 12 ,

t

10.0 3Q.0 41,1 18,3, 0

a

6.0 (8) Administrators must take ac-

tion to insure that nondisabled be-

come involved., Better understanding

of handicapped individual situation

is essential to assist the removal

of attitudinal barriers.

6.0 13

25,4,0 8.'3 41,7

N =12



table - Continued.

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVER1TM OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE,

: 60;

4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

w 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEiERII OF BARRIERS
,

RATED 100 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

7.2

6.2 Seek specific kinds of

commitmentl and'actions

from, top administrative

staff,,

7 C Poor planning and organiza.

'tion which results in socia:

barriers, i.e., inabilly to

'ciarticipate in concerts, hear

speakirs or attend fi ms,

7

1.ciCk of planning is not

usually.intentional,

therefore, policy state-

ments and written remin-

ders snould be imple-

mented.

Conduct workshops and in-

service training to plan

and organize to assist

the handicapped in parti-

cipating in social events

8.0'Lack of planning for required

activities which are diffi-

cult for pandicappeJ students

such as ,registratir

6.1,A1l Igencles snoild tOOD-.

erate in making reCOmnen-

.ddtIons :0 Scnool off).

4
.tials.

8.2 Plan a different proce-

. dune for disabled stu-

dents, '

9.41pdequate availabil

readers, interprete tors

and counselors for handi.,

capped, students.

9.1 Develop a system for vo-
,

cafiooal resources simff-

lar to the Tixas Lekning

Resour 'Center netwdrk,

to loc to all available

resour eS.

11.9 32 2

11-.736.738.3 13.3 0

20.3 44.1 22.0 13.6 1

I

12.5 1?.5 754C 0 0

N'8

33.3

N = 12

0

33.3 :O.: 8.3 8.3 Cr

N = 12

25 : 11 7 0

N = i2

41.7 32.3 8,2 0 16.7

N 12'

36.4 54.5 9.1 0 0

N 11

'(Bi Should De recognized as more

severe. 5Jildings are inaccessible

Emotional, recreational, social wel:

being of bott handicapped and non-

handicapped depend on an integrated

Setting in school and in employment

)ater

TED 100 HIGH

(Numbe of Respondents)

8.0 (9) Physical handicaps get at- '6; Not severe - most

tintion, but language learning dis- institutions knowqhe

abled students or hard of herring

students have huge problems it

area. Special accommodations shou:-.

be made for handicappe6pen:'e

9.0 (11) This service makes tfie dif-

ference between students being able

to complete programs or not.

1:Jation 0

4Ib

.(7(3i Rehabilitation

ovihssions 'provide funds

or these services when

ed is recognized.



Table IV Continued

'BARRIER'; ., AN: ECOMMEAvDATIONS

9.2 Secure funding fOrodch

positions on community '

.college campuses.

X 3 Establish training prj.

grams for tnese helpers.

10.0 Lack of funds for support,ser.

vices and staff (i.e., wheel-

, chairs, pushers, attendants,

note-takers, interpre;ers,

tutors, etc.)

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY' EkCENTAGE

(N
= 60)

1 2 3 i NR

FEAS;BILITY OF ImpLE4ff,1710N

,RAT AG BY PEPC:A:,:.

1 2 3

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERJTY'OF BARRIERS

s.) RATED TOO LOW ;

(Numbers of Respoodqts)

RATE: 700.hIGH

(Numbers'of Respondents):
.

7A,

10.1 Obtain legislative sup-

port (funding).

10,2 Establish priorities for

current funding which'

would deskgnate

tors) for vocational train-

ing (human Qr material) as

a top priority .v

I4.3 Establiin training pro-

grams for these helpers.

11:0 Lack of initial and ongoLng

mobility orientation

Should be stressed by

the agency involved and

pus in budget by the com-

munity.cnblege

Lion:
o

12.0 Lack of skilled interpreters

for the deaf in all classes

including, vocational technic)]

classes, .

12.1. Trainiiig of student ser-

vice Aesonnel and funds

muit be made more avai1-

able.

0

20,7_41 4 27 6 10 3 2

5.1 23.1 52.5 18.6- 1

19,6 .45.4 25.0 8.9 4

25.3 25.0 41,1 8 3

N = 12.

7 11./ 16 '.

N . 12

50.0 25.0 16.1 8

N . 12

33.3 25.0 25.0 16

N 12; k

50.0 33.3 16.1 IN ,

N

50.0 0 50.0

12

41,1 33.3 1'6,1 8,3

N = 1

1

..

10.0 (10) There is not enough staff 10.0 (2

to meet the needs of the handicapped

(include typists). Additional fund-

ing is deeded to add staff and ser-

vices. Will become more severe If

current court cases.put responsibil-

ity on colleges rather than rehabi-

litatiin .agencies.

11'.0 (3) '. 11.0 (2'

12.0 (10) Need more interpreters

with skill of sii language. An ex-

treme and urgent4need.
s'

TM

ti



Tale Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY''OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

? 3 4 ' 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING Ot SEVERITY OF BAROERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers ofRespoodents)

RATED 10 HIGH'

(Numbers of Respondents)

13.0 Lack of available qualified

tutorial and remedial assis-

tance for people who Cannot

cope with regular toup.and

classroom procedures

3,1 Criarige 'attitudes of per-

sonnel who fail to real-

ize the need for this

assistance,

3,2 Provide appropriate

training programs for per-

sonnel to develop tutor-

ial,and remedial assis-

tance.

13.3 Secure funding for suer'

positions on Community

college campuses,

114.0 Lack of persons to work with

tne Handicapped to give addi-

tional training when needed

Di prikitNebosiness as It re-

lates to specific job needs

)

14,1 Business Tight provide

personnel to work with

har;dicapped persons.
,

14.,2 Provide-training and

funds for job placement

personnel.

15.0 Lack ofs knowledge writ

'stUdents can do resulting in

hegapve attitudes'towasd the

limitations of the nandicap

ped students.

0

0

0
..0

0

17.5 35.1 36.8 101 3

4

16.1 37.5 39.3 7.1 4

4

39.0 27:1' 1,7

16.1 16.7 33.3 16.7 16.1

N = 12

5.01.0 25 0

N 1.2 .

33.3 33.1 8.3 25.0

N t 12

(
8.3 25.0 33.3 25.0 8 3'

N 12

35,3 16.1 33.3 16,7

N`t, 12

13.0 (15) Lack of trained peer help- 13.0 (2)

ers and prof6sionals is too often

overlooked. Remedial assistance

maiTs tqs, difference, whether handi-

capped dt'not. Very severe--6-

toring essential for all.sensorily

handiCapped. Need to retrain surplus

special edycators to work at the

collegelevel.

14.0 (13)Rihis isua seief-e problem 14,0 (1) .

which toul ea solved by having

trained ltirriculum speOalists and

tnstruetors on the staff to work di-

industry. Cost needs to

be absorbed by private bDsi,ness

Should be higher-has a° threefold

benefit: business-gets involved,

students 'are better trained to worlA

in basiness,Nand business wants more

students.

15.0 (1) Speaks tb,the need for pro- 15.0 (2).

fessioRals in rehabilitation to be

on 'the camvs. Priority shou10,be

in teacher tiaihill.
,

0
14



t ,,ntnJed

3ARR::RS ;iEroJMMN:;7:^4",'S SEER; "! SF 5ARR:ER

47:16 3' PERCETAGES

.:E.ASI9IL17f

RATiG

1

:Z.MME,CS REGARD1NG'RATM OF SEVER1Ti 3F 3441ERS

700 LOW

!runt)ers of Respondents,

Rroiiie inser.:e Dr0-

-raTs to educate tea-nor'

all dOMIrlStrdt;rS and

tring.'atout att't,dina'

:narles

the case -entj "I"-

Estathsn preset.

aY.e trait :1-,; it

re-

;0,,rres wrier ire 9yd1.

iLle to nardiADDed, hcw

to access reS,JuN.eS, jr C

now, t0 use tn,:se

aourtes.

6. -E; of knOWledge an ,i,r:.er-

lenCe on tne Dart of ed,:a

tors that wou:d !'",er

jr,aCIIn]

to tne sTrie "atIrrianl:

".,4214r7IdnCe 'Jt

ced student; lea'

students

16.1 Rrodide inserwice sen.

siti4ity and Awareness to

educate persons re:pc,-

sitle for the education

Of the handicApped.

Estabhsn

Dendimra1 on;ectides And

minimum skill le,els

needed for ;on entry tnat

must be met in order tn,

complete course.

17.0 Inability on the at 0' tne

instructors to empathize in-

stead of sympathize ,

1/.1 Provide inseriice

training for personnel

working with tne nan,1-

ipped h In J,1e

practical lou11,,Ation-,

And Activitips

1.k ;.1 15, 1,2 1

41.7

33.3 41,1 16.7 [-;.3

z

47 25:1 16

= 1:

50.0 33.3 16,7 1

N r I2

'his is a high pr1urit,

wri(ar, results from ITicfAni,o or

,aci, of tra,nir:; and opos'ige

nandicaPed

d

17 ;91 Only fosters dependency.

Although instructors care about han-

dicapped students there is not

enough awareness of their,needs and

feelings.

47E:: 700 HIGH

(ijMberi ;* Respondents'

a,

17,0

4

r

a'

1



I LOrtInUC

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 60)

1 2 3 4, NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

o
:7.2 Make information abOci:-

various handitads avail-

able to instructors.

'.] Lack of self-confidence on

Part Of teachers to teacn

nandicapped students

' Provide :;oth ore and in-

servi5e training for com-

'nuni college faculty
/

15.5 32.8 41,4 10,3 2

Lac% of understanding and 29.8 31.5 31 6 7.0 3

acceptance and,'or indiffer-

ence toward tne special needs

c' the nandicaPped on the

cart of administrators, fac-

ulty and staff.

'4.1 Provide better and more

'inserAces for COMrunIty

college personnel Includ-

ing knowledgynd training'

nn technique of working

,ith the handi:doped stu -,

dents.

attitudes of ad71,,.

StfatOrS and InctrJ:t,-,r'S

,e,111')Mhlbit odrtiOlOeOn

of nandica students in

:Ile ogra7s.

corla) courses o

20+7 27 E 3E.2 1S.5 2

stud shoos and i,n-

ServiC ',11n;
to

about a..itudinal changes

including removal o'

fear",

titudes of Non-disabled Studentg

. Lack )f, acceptance and recd. ll,ey 25.4 39: 23,7

t,ve attgudes Veers,

2'. Provide d':hdrentsi :rain-

ing actIi ties CO/TrUn-,)

it/ college :adoses f')r

'the st4ent tad/

1 2 3 x 5

41,7 50 0 0 D 8,3

N . 12

80.0 41.7 8.3 0 0

N 12

50.0 33.3 16.7 C 0

N : 1Z

5f.0 0 45025.0'

: 12

33.3 25,-J 16 7 16.7 6,3

. 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers o? Respondents)

18,,0 (13) This is.a very severe bar.

vier. This is More of a problem

than understanding, acceptance or in-

difference.

19,0 (8) Problem is severe. Triere is

a lack of training and exposure to

the handicapped which results in a

barrier even when people mean well.

20.0 (13) Administrators and instruc-

tors don't really know the capabili-

ties of the handicapped.

21,0 (7) More severe than stated..

Peers play a larger role than is in-

dicated,

18.0(1)

19.0 (5)

20.0 (2) Should be lower

Most administrators have

no attitude (not aware),

Few if any, would be

negative.

21.0 (5)



iTable Continued

BARRIER', AND PECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY 0' BARRIER

RATING 5Y ERCENTAGE

(N = 0)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY Of IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY, OF BARRIERS

. RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RAM! TOO HIGH

(Numbers of, Respondents)

Z1.2 Develop and conduct in-

ervice training for edu-

cators to bring about ac,

ceptance of the handicap-

ped whIcn will read tr,,,

peer acceptance.

22. Lack of acceptance of handi-

capping conditions by the

public which results ,in lack

of 'participation by the han-

dicapped in social and re-

, creational aspects of col-

lege 1.fe,

22.1 Generally people fear

what they don't under-

stand; more information

should be provided to tne

public regarding h$ndi-

capping conditions.

22.2 Develop and conduct in-

service training for

teachers and non-handi-

capped students.

23.0 Inadequate orientation of

7-handicapped students as

to how they may better under-

stand and assist handicapped

students

23.1 Provide awareness train-

inq activities on commun-

ity college campuses for

the student body.

Preservice and Inservice

education

24.0 Lack ,,of general knowledge of

the handicapped and handi-

capping' conditions

.

15 -026.7 5.0 3 3 3

18.6 ti9.2 21.1 5.1 1

22.0 50.8 27.1 0

25.0 25.0 8.3 16.1

N12

'33.3 50.0 0 d.3 d.3

N =12

27.3 54.5 9.1 0 9.1

N . 11

13 3 16.7 25.0 16.7 8.3

N r 12

22.0 (11) Very severe. There is 22.0 (6) Less severe than

little social interaction and we indicated; the public is

need public awa'reness. accepting handicapped .stu-

dent's participation in

social and recreational

activities.

,

.

0

23.0 (1) More should be stressed at 23.0 (1) Orier,tation is

the individual program level. The not needed, integration

deaf student needs an in/erpreter ' is, for people to be com-

at the college level. fortable with each other.

. ,

24.0 (13) Handicapping conditions, 24.0 (1)
. ,

are complex; there is a need for ,re-

source people for staff inservir

and consultation. Knowledge breeds

understanding 'and acceptance.

ti



:r - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

?4,I Most instructor! who

)re asked to work with

,handiCapped students must

learn the hard way -trial

and error. Teacher

training sessions must

include working with he.

dicapped in their own

Particular discipline.

25.0 Lack of knowledge that mani-

festation of handicapping

condition is often periodic

and unpredictable in timing

25 1 Information regarding

the handicapping condi

, tion should be provided

to the educator at the

time the student regis-

ters.

25 2 Instructors should

schedule counseling ses-

sions with ail students.

251 Public relations ef-

forts should be conducted

26.0 Assumption on, the part of

the non-disabled instructor;

counselor, or administrator

that Just because the dls-

lbled student has not indi

cited there 5re problems,

that "everything is fine-

we nave no problems'

26.1 Provide basic knowled e

4
about handicapping coed

tions through inservice

arograms

26.2 Replace tnebraditlore

lecture and rgrm-refer-
(

enced ?valuation with in-

diriddalited instruction.

36.3 Teacn the student to

communicate tneir prcH

blems,

6.8 3j.0 42.4 11,9 1

2 1 7 1 49.

41.7 33.3 25.0 . 0 0

N. 12

50.0 33/3 16:7 0 0

N . 12

25 0 16.7 33.3 8 3 16,7

N 12

16.1 41.7 41.7

12

33,3 41,7 25.0 7.1

N 12

18.2 9,1 27.3 45.5 0

, 11

41.1 25,0 2.0

I
12

25.0 (5) 75.0 (1

26, '7, Many do not take this into 26.0,;1

consideration due to lack of know-

ledge

wet



Title :V ContInJed

BARRIERS AND RECDFFENDATIGNS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60'

1 2' 3 .4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERTI.TAGE

1s2 3 4 5

64:175 REGARDING RATING OF SE VERITY OF BARRIERS

, 9
RATEDI'00 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

Numbers of Respondents)

27,C Inadequate ;taff ..reparatign

and orientation toward work-

ing witn handicapped sti-

dents 'in the 'Veil of varir.i.J.5

learning model'ties

27.1 PrOilde staff wit, use-

f.11

applied' in teacning'the

handicapped trnoulh, in,

sero'ce And :ieseroice

training'.

21 2 Train the far.,;!,, and

staff tr,, screen and refer

students to pecialists.

28.0 Inadequate training and in- 2d 3 »S.', 23.3 3.3

formation is provided to

teachers regarding :sybiolo-

91cal aspects, and learning

difficulties of specific

nandicapping conditIon;

16 7.55 2.F.,0 3,3

Preservir:e and inser

41ce training ;no..,;c1

olude elowledge a-

Out nandicapp:ng coei-

tion5 and stress that 41,

wige variances betweel

and among people with the

same handicap exists.

'29.0 Lack of orientation to re- 9,1 40,0 36.4 14,5 5

YePtive expressive language'

deficiencies and the need

for specialized languagq in-

struction

29.1 Develop lclases for the

leSrning disabled

deaf.

2972 Pay instructors to at-

tent' special insevices.

30.0 Lack of programssto qrepare 28.8 49,? 16.9 5 1 1

post secondary instructor;

to teach the handicapped

33.3. 2', 1,, 33 3 A 7 3

N = 12 ,

i4

33,3 16.7 25.0. 25.

33.Ck 7 16.7 83

1z-

."1

21.3 2/.3 36.4 0 9.1

N)-= 11 ,

18.2 9.1 36.4 18.2 18.2

N = 11

27.0 (14) Much.mbre training and in- 21' " 1

'service is needed*r Staff

28:0 (9i Very severe -- except for 28.:

initial contact at beginning of the

semester tnere is little ongoing

Communication between teacher aric

.rehabilitation counselor TeaLfer

training is the/key to better educa-

tion everywhere.

of

29.0 (8) Rated too low because this 29.0 (1).

is generally not understood, or this

neqd meti

30:0 (12) Separate programs are 'not 30,0 (2)

always necessary, but programs

should he integral to pre and in-

service training, Don't want to

train all college instructors to be

special education teachers, but the1

do need resource information.



.

Table IV Continued .

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE.

4

4

SEVERITY OF.BARRIER

RATING BY PEACENTAGEi.?
.0,

(N ! 60)

1 2 3 4 NR 5

30,1 lnservice, or one or two 33.3 33.3 25.0 0 8.3

classes in instructor

training programs should

be provided

N a 12

30.2 Secure state mandate 8.3 16.7 25.0 250 25.0

for such training N . 12

30.3 Develop an educational 33.3 25.0 33.3 0 9.3'

program for vocational

teacher trainers and'Texas

N . 12

Education Agency post-

secondary staff,

31.0 InstrutItI(S inadequately

trained in techniques to as-

sist the handicapped student

to adapt standard procedures

to meet his requirements,

31.1 Instructors should be

26.7 45.0 25.0 3.3

25.0 16.7 50.0 0 BY
assisted by a resource

person (advisor or coun-

selor)

N 12

31,2 Pr4riltie graduate level

seminars and workshops

as a part of employment.

32.0 Lack of knoWledge of and sell-

sitivity to handicapping con-,

ditions in planning, imple-

menting, and evaluating in-

struction and vocational

learner outcomes

20.3 45.8 25.4 8.5 1

44.

32.1 Provide inservice 33.3 33.3 25.0 0 8.3

training of facsity TN, 12

32.2 Provide more research 25.0 37.5 37.5 0 4.'i."0

in this area N B

33.0 Lack of knowledge and trail-

ing by staff and administra-

tion to be informed about

the needs of the hearing

impaired

1'6,9 37.3 40 7 5.1

33.1 The needs of the stu- 27.3 21.3 27.3 9.1 9.1'

dent are generally known,

the staff and administra-

N . 11

Lion must learn how to

meet these needs.

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

11

RAZED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents}

31,0 (12) There is a need for spec- 31.0 (1)

ialists in this area to work with

instructors to help plan adaptation.

32.0 (12) Many vocational programs 32.0 (2)

base evaluation on typical employ-

ment'settings and performance and

don't consider adaptations which are

routinely made for placement of han-

dicapped workers. Should be inte-

gral to inservice and preservice

training,

33.0 (13) Handicapping aspects of 33.0 11)

deafness are not really understood.

v



- a.

.0.ARP:ERS- A4;1 Si'dERIT'! OF BARRIER

R.;,TiNG Bf PERCENTAGE

1 2 3

,FEAS:BIL:Tf OF IMPLEMPIT,:'10%

FATN BY PERCEN::6';,

3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERF OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

'i(imt,ers of Respondents,

:33.2 A resource person s^o,l

oe provided.

34. Mack of counselin
f

tefi.n > E: , L. 3 5

IN soils needed 4 aL77rc-',

-late tne

ri alert's

A.! Provide :user," ;f.

trai,ing

34 Obtain

Port to add ',0Jriselor5

and Staff.

35.0 Inadequate training pryris

for pnysicians, physical

tnerapists, occiJocitIonal

therapists, and social Norf.

er; to develop tec.hniuues'to

encourage handicapped Ir.d!ir.

duals to *.om;ensate

11Sabilities by enterer;

training programs.

35.1 ReSecircn,need fir

training
1

15,2 Provide more tralniflj

with emphasis on nelpipg

the disabled attain thE:

nighest level of ',011

DOSSible.,

36.0 Lack of exposure to .tee

world of work by instructors

themselves Ino often set 3

poor example (m41,

36.1 Obtain assistance from

a consultant

36.2.Upgrade local niring

practices.

37.0.1ack,of ability on tne part

of tht instructor to adapt

curriculum to the new of

nandicavped student

16 4

13,3 23.3 36.1 26.1 3

15.3 28.8 45,8 10.2 1

3.3

16 7

2' 3 36 4 27 3 0.

z

3.3.3 16.7 au
N = 12

16,7 16.7 25!0 25.0 16.1

N = 1

0 25.0 41.1 25.0 8.3

N,r 1,2

I

34,0 Counseling can be the most

imoortart dspect of helping tne hap.

li:ane0 by defining expectation

levels. Most instructors are not

ad9lueely trainecrin counseling

teinniques to aCcomodate an stu-

dent's Jni;ueness--not juSt the nan-

d,capoed student.

35.C. (2; 'Jeri few physicians are up

on rehabilitation medicine. They

know more about acute disease pro-

cesses than luny term rehabilitat,e

efforts

36.0 (5) For vocational teachers this
Should be a high priority and the

teacher should have experience in the

real" world,

37.0 (11) There is also a lack of

creativity in thiS area as a result

of closed minds.

RATE: TOO HIG)

ljers of.vResPOndentS

34.:

(

E.: 4

36.0 (6) Most instructors

bring successful work e,.

perience to the communi!!

college.

37.0 (4) The degree of

success if determined L.

how well curriculum is

developed in regard to

person's language exper-

ience.



:v ntinuel

3ARRIEkS ANO RECOMMENDATION 5EVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BV PERCENTAGE

IN .

I 3 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

oil

2 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY or BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents,

RATED TOO RIO/I

(Numbers of'Respondents

IT .I Provide an assistant to

nelp the instructor

Provide pre-developed

material and instrJaions

for modification o+

37 3 Incorporate and

grate training in Cv-r1-

culum adaptation into

teacher Preparation oru-

)r.,.dcational tra,inin

1

Of approrolee

and remedial progr.aTs 'r

liniudge and

Devel de..,artrlenta'

programs

3r3.3 Maly t:tor!al

31.3 Stres; tne mortAr:e

of

these ;objects t')

;snot' :,

:na(t,e(ludtP

ypI11 tri!rin;

1

, 19.1 Proie "Ore !:r

PrevoJtional S.

trainmr;.

Increlkie

pool it EC'4-

cdflor,

1evP)Drer! a %;-

oOntun'tle',

t1.-)r)

i-.")!,

11. 2E.

37. 5

16.7 25.0 33.3 16.7 6 3

N . 12

6.3 33.3 25.0 16.7 16.7

N = 12

16.7 25.0'41.7 8.3 6.3

N . 12

41.7 16.7 33.3 8 3

1?

4: 7 41.7 16.7

12

A! 3 35 ",

2: 7 16 7 33.3 16.7 8.3

12

33. 3 13.3 2:. Si 2 3

38.0 (7) Without good basic sl(W

foundations success in achieving

skills will be negligible.

36 7 '3, "Juestion whethe'r

this belongs at the 'com-

munity college level, en-

cect perhaps through spe-,

:ma" -,..'rgrams.

39 3 (131 Trims snould be to ;)(.12,r- 3;

ity. Include wone readiness tral,,

Ind here and most handicap,:ed do

not have SUffluent Skills to Suit

emplOy04.



TaCe 4,

BARRiER54:.41', RE'S,'JHME'iDATIONS

1oCe.10n41 inY.ructional Prbirrs

and Service

43.0 pack of turd{, to establish

:;rh;ruh!s near-

Ing impaired

more JridS for

!r.1),,,r; ifeGeral ager-

rie And nor - profit

11. a,:x rr fiont-ter7 special.

'Led team 1171-

ted a specified

area

1: !
^e nanled.

,:ontinJIng

11 her

f)ndi,nrj

,)f red,

Le the answer.

41 Determine tne needed

areas and request abbr(,-

prIation of fund'.

42.0 Inadequate existing programs

for deaf and nea!ing im-

paired students

12.1 Request additional

4 funding to implement nec-

essary programs

42.2 Individualized, con-

tracted.instrvtion can
. .

bee, proitided for this stu-

dent body

43,0 Communication problems in

all instructional situations

with nandicapped students.

43,1 Establish an interdis-

ciplinary rolm ts) (..onduct

a ;)roqrAm r,.11-w And m60

rpop-,"wnli!.

t

Bi

OF BARRIER.

PERCEITGE

F:ASIBILITY of ;MPLEMENTA7ION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

3 4

3 14

?;4

93 n.

1?

25.3 8J

7 33.3 16.7

17

1 d 3

d 3 -8

25

5.0 3'.25.0 8.3 8.3

17

I 39. 38 7 19 1 5

25.0 25.0 33.3 16.7 .0

N 1?

8:3 16.1 41.1 25.0 8.3

N

12,7 30.9 43 6 12.7

9

25.0 8.3 50.0 8.3 8.3

N 1?

4

1 I

COMMENDS REGARDING RATING OF SEVER!TY OF BARRIERS

Tt,T00 LOW

Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

)Numbers of Respondents)

40.013: Lack of funds limit pro- 40.0

grams. for handicapped.

41.0 Mini courses could be de

signed ano implemented.

42 0 There is a real question

of any existing adequate programs.

An easy obstacle to overcome, yet

often overlooked.

43.0 (8) Communication problems ire

severe between instructors and nor-

mal students even. Little progress

without communication.

43.0 (1)



REC:,!","fliDATI'l

;

*

omnunl ]t 1,,n prcr,'.rrs 1,

1r9t4, *hen,

oorv.,J

;r.L.

44 1 ..,n0!it,

d_Valn; tn,671

i'e

.",

-

1' l. : 1741 "

HARRIR

;;AT:k6 Bf

6J)

2 4 NR

4:).;, 17.

'PS.

Jr

j if r : a..

ti

S

I

J' :m;)Li4:!ITATION. COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF'SEVER:'' OF FARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

,INuMbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(N.Jribers 0 Respondents)

H is3113

44,0 (6) Orientation and education

programs are needed for nondisabled.

public relations programs needed to

educate employers as to benefit', of

emploAing handicapped persons

45 T flY drthout aC1JStr,ent 1r1 ,r.

riculJn ind tnf:

doors are closed to skill

PrObleiTs witr,

e04ca!1ona1 re(;,Iremer!

(-1) EL:.ation

.i.k of

:rt

47, vnts sno:d 1e;Q1

and SubDOrten :r

itr ') ! rnt!:

but" rinetner 1: Is

tae crmurity ls

tior'a,le _bow a50.!

F-

44 0 '2



d6.1i. :0 Continued
_ .

6APP:LP; ().0 .OmmtA.AT1ONS c,iiI(RITY OF BARRIER FEASIBILITY 01 IMPLEMENTATION,

l+.A(1N6 BY :'LikElITAri: PERUNTAY
, 6(h

1 3 4 Nk 1 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO 10W

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED/T00 HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

48.2 LdLk d° ongoing Lontact oltr,

the nand)(c)pe(1

monitor p'rilrt-v, and

int! to offer enC;Jrd1P"f'fit

'

t.12.J!10ndl

r,4

t,etter j)("Jr.

11!ATWn 540.+1n

an! r

%,f

41. ,,J(J

for "rJtil!,1!,,1tli)r

to provide onvin

s,Apport for nandlcdppel

Student )n the edr:i

/ear; of training Ind

experience

41 4

a

99.0 VoLat!ondl/tecnni,A1 ;-lass

entrance exams that do not

consider handicapping condl-

tiow; such as learning dis-

abilities in estaolis'hing

norms.

11.1 Remoo. or w!iti

to accommodate the handl-

cilorded

50.0 Unwillininess of instructors

to dive or eAminatiir,

when inroprilte.

50,1 Pay

r,ory1(.0.

d!nt

i1,0 [(Iminitlow;

ArC,

51.1

711

,or-

31 11 43 1 15.5

ij 3 36 2 36 2 '2

1.7..1 10.3 18 3 ..3

4.1

) 4.4

i3 3 25 :$.D 16 7

1

41. 41 16:7

l\

33 i 25.0 41.7 0 0

N 1r,"

'

77 i 1H 2 .-1.1 ir 4

N 11

25.0 16 7 H.3 33.3 16,7

N 12

33 16.7 h,3 16.

= 12

6' 3 H.,3

1,

I r

48.0 (11) The problem is severe.

There is a need to have Certified

Rehabilitation Counselors and peer

counselors assigned-to each student

for the duration of the college pro-

gram.. There is not enough staff to

keep up with large populations of

handicapped students.

an

49.0 (12) There is inadequate pre-

assessment of handicaps. Adaptation

of systems approach to instruction

will alleviate this to a major ex-

tent.

50.0 (6) This attitude sets condi-

tions for a student to fail.

51,0 (3)

48.0 (0)
4

49.0 (2) Do learning dis-

abilities belong in col-

lege? Norms need to be

more flexible

50.0 (6)

rl (21



idb'e ,1 ..ontInoel

BARRIER', AND .RECOMMENLATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

IN = 60)

3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY Of IMPLEMENTATION COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 , 5

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

52,0 Traintnj ir;d; within pro-

gram; tend to 1NIInit the

OtCupltinoll ;
ivil'

,q1te 'q de ! ,

Su h a narnw rdnlv- of

trawnq

51. ;' ,oi-mal adapted

t; help

rir! ) ri 1 "I

io (01;'
Or

Pyle,

01 yd'o )n.orpw;

54.: Lack lf .ol,f.,d fo

meet

den.,,

,

0.1pe, 'ewr'''.e Jr tea."

wl ti' te3....fTr

,OM;,cro

55.T) Stolen' -,ri.,npr ,Itlo

large ,1 .n.

i'V,:.! "/' ' W

ing

S5 Pro.rle sputa:

Un'_PerS

r3. f 3 26 3 43 9 21 I

4'.

3,

33 3 It ) 1 N3
-

4 3

2 3' i

33 3 33 3 93 R3

7 13
3 1F, 7

52.0 (6) Lots of individuals get

shelved and categorized because it

is easier than taking the time to

find out what is truly wanted.

Limited training programs 4re avail-

able, Still too much stereotyping

of disabilities, i.e., all MR's.like

to do repetitive type Jobs.

!3. I' a 5'.:1°" dnei. h, !

ger,t.dng 1,

ne an leArr. I

54 0 51 Senscria'li vdndr:d4e1 a'd

LLD students need sJpplementa: mat-

erials and modified tents Open dap

policy rNolres'atinIstra:15r ar..]

therefore, atomIndat)on

55.0 (9) This should t)e top

any nandicapped are ensarrassed to

ask for ad6htiona nelb esoecliii;

Ina large class,

52.0 141

I

55. ; The' community

college has a policy of

snaIl classes and this

should not be a



Table' IV . Continued

BARRLERS AND RECOMMENCATIONS SEVERITY OF BAR1IER

RATING BY

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE?E.RCENTAGE

(1 1 60'

f-- 2 3 ! 4 NR 2 , 3 4,

. 55.2 Obtain legislative sup- 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7

port ,ta increase funding

for more personnel.

N 5 12

56.0 Student/triiner ratio toc

large toallow appropriate

oadministration of 'tests.

19.?. 2

56.1 Provide d speCd11ZP,.1 33.1,9,0 41,7 16.7 8.3

testing program 12

56.2 Provide funds for bet- 16.7 16,7 41.7 16,7 8.3

ter student; trainer rdt,i,c1 N 1:

or special assistants.

56.3 Individualize est,..,iny 16.1 41,7 25.0 8 3 8.0

.procedures. N 12

56.4 Aired paraprofes;iondl 16.7 25.0 16.7 25.0 16,7

N 7 12

57.0 Inadeuuate task dndlYilS 0*

technical, skill area', in re.

lation to training students

with handicaps

:4 5 :4.^ -;2.1

51.1 Fund exemplary program 31,3 8.3 33.3 16 7 H.3

in area of task analysis N 12

51.2 Train staff in methods 25,0 33.3,16.7 16.7 8 3

of,scientific job/task

analysis in curriculum

development

N = I?

58.0 Lack of trainin programs

for handicapped individual;

in the emerging technology

areas

25 4 11.8 2

68.I Obtain funding to per 33.3 8.3 41,7 8.3 8.3

eit orgdintation and im-

plementation of ;orh pro-

N , 12

. grams.

58.2 Fora liaison 'th 33.3 25A 33 0 8.3

businv,i; N , 12

1 a.

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF 'SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents) ' (Numbers of Respondents)

56.0 (5) If onerannot evaluate 56.? (3' Testing situa-

skill levels, then how can one deter-tions are feasible: in-

mine progress unless curriculum, is dividoal testing 1s easily

based on performance objective arranged.

Skill level evaluation is essential

0 (8) This eliminates a great 57

many students who could attend if

work site adjustments were available

Should be a top priority.

58.0 (1) Vocational/technical coun-

selors, teachers, advisors, and tu-

tors are still looking at disabili-

ties rather than abilities. There

is a need for more places that will

hire the handicapped.

58.0 ,I31



Table IV Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILIT-Y OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5 ,

COPENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

59.0 Limited variety of voca-

tional/technical areas which

accept handicapped students.

59,1 Provide pre and 'riser-

vice education for faculty

tnd administration to

bring about attitudinal

changes.

59.2 Expand electives and

Subject areas.

59.3 Identify "model' pro-

grams/which community toll

lege administration and

fac41ty can visit as an

example.

60.0 A lack of specific entry

level job criteria that a

person with limited ability

could accompliSh and achieve

in order to be employable

60.1 Work closely with busi-

ness to establish jobs

that handicapped persons

may do.

60.2 Bring in consultants

for technical assistance.

60.3 Develop a career ladder

self-paced program

61,0 Absence of a continuum of

training skills for elemen-

tary through secondary educa,

tion through vocational

technical programs

61.1 Establish a sequential

curriculum.

13.8 31.0 41.4 13.8

21 33.9 33 9 10 7 4

19.3 35,1 35.1 10.5

16,7 50.0 16.7 8 3 8.3

N . 12

33.3 25 0 33 3 n 8.3

N= 12

41.7 33.3 8.3 8.3 8.3

N= 12

59.0 33.3 8.3 93 0

N 112

50,0 8 3 16 7 16 7 8.3

N = 12

41,7 8.3 2S 0 16.7 8,3

N . 12

25.0 50.0 0 16.7 8.3

N . 12

59.0 (7) Vocational/technical coun-

selors, teachers, advisors, and tu-.

tors are still looking at disabili-

ties rather than abilities, There is

a need for more places that will hire

the handicapped.

60.0 (7) This is a very severe pro-

blem--coordination Is needed between

training programs and industry to de-

termine minimum job entry level

skills needed to be hired and then to

train those with limited ability to

fill this need, ,\,-

61.0 (8) The continuum of education

training from elementary through

post-secondary is fragmented at best.

59,0 (6)

60.0 (4)
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Table 14 - Continued-

BARRIERS AND PECOMMENOATIONS

61.2 Obtain legislative sup-

port to increase funding

for more personnel and

broader range of training

opportunities at all

levels.

62.1 Lack of exit4pints in the

curriculum which allow the

student to leave 'with r'ecpg-

nition) when the student kis

acnieved to tne highest level

of his ability or employ.

ability

62.1 Establish new policies

at The Texas Education

Agency level.

62.2 Establish such point for

all students and stop

counting "completers' or

reporting r) seven year

certificate or two year

deree.

63.0 Lack of instructional mater-

ials and modifications to

meet the needs of handicapped

students.

53.1 Provide training for

faculty to make necessary

modifications in materials

63.2 Prepare and make avail-

able materials which will

enable a student to learn

either by seeing or

hear ng.

64.0iLack of knowledge regarding

adapting tne classroom to the

handicapped student, or the

,handicapped student to the

classroom.

64.1 Obtain a consultant to

assist with adaptation.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

8.6 29.3 43 1 19.0 2

22.8 40.4 28.1 8.8 3

11 9 42.4 37 3 8.5, 1

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

16.7 8.3 41.1 25'.0 8.3

N . 12

33.3 25.0 16.7 16.7 8.3

N: 12

50,0 8.3 8.3 25.0 8.3

N . 12

33.3 16.7 25.0 16.7 8.]

N i2

16.7 33.3 33 3 0 16,7

N ,.. 12

27.3 27.3 18.2 18.2 9.1

N , 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T00 LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

62.0 (11) There is a need for more

flexibility for entry and exit for

students in vocational programs.

63.0 (9) Much is available if it

could be identified by and used by

instructors--again, there is a need

for training instructors. There is

very little research and strategies

available, for instructors, to meet

handicapped students' needs.

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers Of Respondents)

62,0 (3) This problem is

being taken care of

through flexible entry

programs.

63.0 (2)



Table Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY\tf IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

64.2 Teach handicapped stu-

dents to communicate their

needs,

64.3 Provide Inservice

gaining.

64.4 Purchase limited adapt-

able equipment with finan-

cial aid,available.

65.0 Lack of reasonable modifica-

tion of general community

college schedults, require-

ments and procedures.

65 1 Place a person in each

community college who will

promote more and better

adapted programs for the

disabled.

65.2 Establish an open entry/

open exit program.

66.0 Lack of reasonable modifica-

tion of classroom and labora-

tory.

66.1 Place a person in eacn

community college who wi

promote more and better

adapted programs for the

disabled.

66.2 Involve vocational

classes in construction of

specialized equipment.

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HELPING

SYSTEM

3.4 20.7 65.S 10.3 2

10.2 25 4 50 8 13 6

Vocational Materials and Equipment

67.0 Lack of adaptable equipment 26.3 42.1 24.6 1.0 3

that will facilitate teaching

the handicapped.

51.1 Establish a pool. 'of ad-

aptable equipment avail-

able to various teachers

on request.
g

61,2 Secure funding for nec-

essary additional equip-

ment.

41.7 33.3 25.0 0 0

N 11

25.0 33.3 33.3 0 8.3

N . 12

16.7 33.3 33.3 8.3 81

N =12

25.0 8 3 41 7 16.7 8,3

N . 12

25.0 41 7 25.0 0 8.3

N . 12

27.3 9.1 45.5 9.1 9 1

N 11 .

25.0 25.0 33.3 8.3 8.3

N . 12

36.4 54.5 9.1 0 0

N = 11 '

10.0 60.0 34 0 0 0

N 7. 10

65.0 (1,) An easy obstacle to over-

come, yet often overlooked--such

functional 'problems could discourage

students from em beginning.

65.0 (3)

66,0 (5) Example: typing tables 66.0 (3)

wheelchairs can fit under. Necessary

for proper accessibility.

67.0 (5) Needs to be give a higher 67.0 (3)

priority. Very severe with drafting

students at present.
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68 . Arrilki'.

!ion lev1;11, 1.j the

nediAppk in jnder,,tandlr',,

.J!)tilr,
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-,edr(n and levelnpmPn.

fl Initiate 4P(111 Jdau-
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rathpr than !m,

15fItelan

71 1 Otain Mnro 1.'40

) Alt,/ 1r indpppn-

lenr !parniri; on!pr whera

(-1',50'!0 'apol', and ;Ho'

1,0 f

h?1''"";

;') )1:

NP

A

:14

bi .XEW.AUL

4)

54 5 ,)7

N 11

30 I3n 13110

N

55.6 11 1 22'.? 11 1

1.

4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERIn' Y. BARRIERS r

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH ,

(Number,s Of Respondents)

62 0 ;2 There are a ;real nurber15f 68.0 '3

devices available that have not been

tapped due to lack.of awareness,

EA,10 (6: Funds are neede!", for addL 6y

ti,e equipment.'

70 a (8) Additional funding is

needed. For the most part equipment

is available but r6onev is not.

71.0 (11) Lack of funds must be toe

most significant of all problems,

Lack of knowledge about funding is a

problem for most

1.

4.

72J1 (6) This 1s d problem especial] Where such centers

tor the dent 'Lack ut properly de- Aist, there is much

signed materia1r deaf students Plc T;a111i.ip



Ta:'e Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
,

12.2 Provide alternate leen-

ing activities.

73:0 Problems in working with dan-

gerous power,Rquipment, han-

dlin0 heavy orldifficult

objects, and coping with dif-

ficult working corialtions

(11%,, wet floors) in xocaT

tiDnalltechnical laboratories

o

73.1 ProVide orientation for

instructors

73.2 Change the program of

the handicapped student

who is obviously unsuited

for the course.

74.0 Inappropriate design of

classrooms, laboratories and

equipment.

74.1 Secure funding for nec-

essary additional equip-

ment.

74.2 Make necessary adapta-

tions.

75,0 Lack of specially designed

tools, and equipment for

handicapped students.

75.1 Research should be pro-

moted in the area of spe-

cially designed tools and

equipment.

15 2 Develop a system for vo,

cational resources similar

to the Texas Learning Re-

source Center (TEA) net-

work to locate resources.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER,

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

19.6 16.1 46.4 17.9 4

14.0 29.8 42.1 14.0 3

17 9 37 5 35 7 9 9 4

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTAEION

RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF 3ARRIER5

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)
f

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

50.0 50.0 ,0 0 0

N = 12

66.7,11.1 22.2 0 '0

N . 9

55.6 33.3 11.1 0 0

N

8.3 25.0 58.3 8.3 0

N . 12

33.3 50.0 16.1 0 0

N . 12

40.0 30.0 10,0 20.0 0

N . 10

54.5 36.4 9.1 0

13.0 (6)

MO (8) Labs were not designed for

the handicapped-especially wheel-

chairs

15.0 (10) There should be some manu-

facturing group that could be con-

tracted with to design equipment on

an individual basis. Need for a

central resource center to check out

equipment.

73.0 (2) This whole area -

"it's.too hard or dap- .

germ for the hancii/ap-

ped"--is exaggerated, Un-

aware,instructors'and

counselors can block an

Individual from partici-

pating and gaining skill

for employment with edu-

cation on adap!ing safety

devices, the participa-

tion may be feasible.

74.0 (2)

75 Ct(1)



Tib17t 17 :ortInoel

BARRIERS ANrI 2Ec.OMME'iDA7ION,. SEVERI7t g BARRIER

a4 i'NG B' ;'(R;ATA(Oi

54.

2 3 4 NR

FFASIBII1TY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RAT:g Br 1'ERCENT*

1 / 3

COMMENTS REGARDING RiONG OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

76.0 Inadequate special llotoy

or magnifying and mechanical

76,1 Obtain funds 1eAcer,

r,.

searcn and development.

77.0 Inadequately designed learn-

ing and wore stations to

accommodate the handicapped

to vocaltIonal tralhIn);

-.purses.

77. l Cr,fayr

c

78.0 Lack of typing

available to students

78.1 Provide a learning

center'

/8 2 11btalr Jr.,(11r1

13 inade;uvo r-

it.elCnJnd: meer'.j ; dnd

equipment in appropriate

media e., specly te,t.

bools, tapes and o',.ner Tater.

tials designed for ,se by the

nandicapoedj.

7).1 Obtain funding, Promote

research and development

19. 'OeveloP a'qsten fJr i0

CdtlOnal resource-, similar

to the Texas Learning Pe.

source Center (7E4 net-

work to locate resourier,

80.0 Lack of tactile McIPC, Nrail-

ler, optacons, eOlarge'rs,

and talking books'.

1 'k' l''' flr.0

sources whi,.h make their.

11,l; 1i k ze, il1

1nfprorptor, ar,) wilts

#0"1 1Pri

11)11',

'.3 34.5 47 3 1'.1.1

.

1 1 '; 18 2 11? 7

16 ; ' 19 13 h

61.5 23 1 11!, 4

N = 13

0

25 '1 '6.7 50.5 8 3 5

N =

27 3 18 45 5 9.1 0

N T1

N , 13

r.

RATED TOO LOW RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers. Of Respondents) (.Numbers of Responde7

76.0 )6) Needed by visually impaired 76.0 I4)

students'to assist in education.

77.0 Physical barriers pose huge

problems There is a need for pod

models to adapt to existing facili-

ties .

78 0 (4) Some students just can't

write. Typing could be a means of

support if the person had the exper-

ience.

79 0 17,

7T ^, 3,

78

79.l)

80.0 (7; These should be mandatory 80.0 IC)

purchlses since this represents eye-

sight.

.81 1 Z., One piece 'of equipment I.0 I4

chance this.

v.



Continued
/,..

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

81 1 Obtain funding ,excess

cost funding)

Researcn
,

32.; An Aw,Ilingness Dr the par'

of tne a..a.der,IL ,c,c1rdurity ,c

the Administrative and Board

level to agg essively re,

search the n s of the mar-

dicapped in their'district--

low budget priority.

82.1 Apply for grants to ;01.

!eges to fund research

Inc need ider!") ation

'..,' ,..IA.Sled student;

3',L: Provide fundel graduate

leve' ,,emirars and work-

shops with graduate cre-

dit to be Conducted dur-

ing woronq hOur;.

6:!. 3 Conduct a needs r,,sess.

....,rent and artisent f) tne

ioverning :)oar..;

r() Lack of researc:r 'r area of

mPlover needs

;flub ')'

neeO Si Y3In'n:';

t

j n;S'y

'It, t] -the Pefia:.-

,1161t17. corricoy

!

lidps 47(.1 te-ro! ac

SEVERITY OF tARRIEP

RArEG BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

j 2 3 4 NP

a ?.8.r

FEASCBIL;T1 OF IMPLEMENTATItili

RATED BY PEPIERTAGE

3 4 5

30.0 10.0 10.0 0

N ,

25.: 4;.7 16.' 8.3 8.3

36,4 3E 4

1

5?325.

n 18.2

3

r 4:Nejk

COMMENTS REGARDING.RATING OF SEVERITY OF/BARRIERS

1

RATED,T,09 LOW , 'RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

82.0 (8) Most administrative units

are responding slowly. Local pres-

sure is needed, Bring in advocacy

and protective'svvices ;state bar,

developmental disabilities) 'to tell

board about 94.142, 504 and rights

of tOe-handicapped.

83.0 (13) Local Job market. stud:,

badly needed. Must know employe.

needs to design appropriate crogrr:

''Need for progra special St be,twe'

industry and tra Inn; Dro?rar,

84.0 ;c., Slavi ad'1:'on to th4

le,.ture fcrr,, tier in

Atinnal area; v,/11.,r nc. ,4;
1 ,14;Pde ) . %0P".

011:10nil re

I

~(Numbers of Respondents)

1



°Table hl Continued
.

BARRIEK.AND RECOMMErATIONS,

84.; Applycurrent research

and tepinology (techno-

t logy not lacking)

COunSellni,11aCeMen! Ind f011Ow

85.) Lack of realistic counsf;lirig

and go] setting

t

95.1 rovide training for

counselors

35.2 Secure specially train-

ed counselors.

86 LiC 111,9n0Y.f:, co,rse-

ling. and health centers on

the community college Campus

86.1 Employ and/or'trai'n

appropriate personnel and

_monitor to see that ser-

vrces provided

86.2 Make achini;tratioe

aware of the laws

87.0 InadegUate prevocational ex-

ploration background infor.

melon, and exposure to the

world of work.

87 1 Provide adequate prevo-

cational exploration, ,

bekground 0,11,-Trd t ,jr 9

and exposure td the Hui*

of work at the high

school level

.87 2 Provide for student vo-

,Wonal evaluation afft

Teunseling.

Provide more'preservice

!raining in universitie$

regarding rP,!sJuries avail

able to the nandicapped.

m 3 ick of adequate evaluation

before mainnq

rPnr decisions

L

4

-. -

SEVRITY OF BARRIcR

RATING 1Y PERCENTAGE

(N . 60)

1 2 3' 4

i

NR

FEASIBILITY

RATING BY

.

' 1 2

_

OF IMPLEMEOATION

PERCENTAGE

3

____.___-

,

4 0:

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents) '

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers bf Respondents)

12.4

29 8

,

23.2

46.6 2,5A

0
.

7 9 .1!", :

38.6 26 3

42 9 28.6

,

./,

5.2

k

!,),)

1

S.3

5.4

.

2'.

3

4

11.822.0/.

N . 9
"

.

r

.

76.i 7.7

N. 13

53.8 30.8

N.113

53.8 1.7

N . 13

69.2 7.7

N 13

.

83.1 8 3

N t 12,

4 4'

66.7 15.0

N.. 12

'1

72.7 18.2

N. 11

.

0

15.4

15.4

23.1

23 1

8'3

8.1

"

9.1

0 '0

.

,

-

J 0

O. 0

1 7' 7.7

0

,

0 0

. o cn

)

!'0 0

a
,

85.0 (7) There are too few trained

counselors on campus. Adoption of

career education model would 'Ile.lp.

.

,

86.0 (9) Need more funds and better

trained counselors. Very expensive

but very beneficial to the handi-

capped.

.

87.0 (10) This should be a top

priority area. More coordination is

needed at all levels. Better state

guidelines.

,

.

88.0 (11) Very few resources of thLs

nature are aevlajAable on the com-

munity toll e campus. Career deo-

sions still a shot in the dark) -al-

though improving.

,

i

,

85.0 ;)j

,

.

86.0 (21

9 C .

.

.

88.0 (2)



;v tntinJed

BARRIIR1, AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE,

(N . 60) f

1 2 3 4 NR

/-

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3' 4 5

ti

r

COMMENTS'REGARDING RATING NEVERITY OF MOMS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

88,1 Facilitate exchange of

information among agencies

and community colleges.

38.2 Provide counseling

Inabequate counseling and

guidance services 'to help

handicapped Adents cope

with the educational environ

ment.

69 I 'Provide training for

,unselor-, Ind seruro

Yll'ied c.),JriSfIlOrS

2 Increase number of counw

inadequate definition of job

entry level skills needed by

tne client to perform lr se-

lected careers

Iradequate training 1r jot

seeking and intervewin;

56111c,

91 I
EstatilisK tor,)

fpr rehaOC!telor spr.

vices to prille OnfrIn.;

opOrt fOr nandiApped

students 1r edr, year:,

and

.,)erienLe

Inappropriate

student in voTationa! areas

to provide instructcrs wit'

requIred number of studulY,

32 Be more cor Prnq

ludHty !rdln'rly

._011(4

AL., of tr,mini,!

1.1MV, onr# 07r,

1H0,1

P''011 7
!r1

POrY110,

11' 3 4 9 35 I H6 3

1.0 25 9 46 6 6 6 2

? 4: 4 C I) 3 4 2

17 : ;1 4 31.7

r,

ti

72:7 18.2 9.1 0 0

N = 11

/ v/
63.6 36 4 0 9 0

N = 11

4

66 7 16 7

N 1'

33.3 25 33.3 8,3 0

N 12

SP 3 2'6 '-, 16 7 !": 0

333 , .3 63 0

N

89.0 (10) Services of gualified'Coun-

selors for the handicapped are lack-

ing--too many politics are interfer-

ing and preventing hiring of person-

nel

90.0 (11) Scientific job analysis is

crucial to all technical vocational

programs. Need for program special-

ists. Too few trained, knowledgeable

counselors.

91.0 (10) Again ppints td the need

for providing tralined and knowledge-

able counselors

92.0 (5) This does nappen. Students

are not given enough choice in areas

of interest and are channeled into

existing areas.

93.0 (11) Without, trained counselors

colleges cannot serve the needs of

the handicapped adequately Need

more funds

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of. Respondents)

89.0 (2)

90 0 131

91.2 2) ,

92.0 4)

Aft

93.0 l2I



Table I; :ontinueo
_...

BA,RIFT: RECOMPENNTIeW.

93.2 Encourage randiApier:

student's to use LiJunsellng

ser,ices.

4 0
Inl 4if,y,rc ', hinl aL.w

istJOenti,

Pe'

PrJ,,Je re.T.4114i .

iJled ,j.3rs
'or rAnd,,,dpe.

g 2 Provide worksro s

counsp'or,,.

cv.iequrVi-

qpCatlonal information am..!

101) foreCdsts resef::

to 11SdbIlItle5.

45.1 jevel(4, a setter sister'

of ilssemina!iran of roca

tional and :dreer Infor-

7dt:on wOr to: forecr,...:,

95 3 :;t,,elop 1 l'r"c_t!jr

tern for vocations' re.

Sources siMilir t2 tne

7exas ',earning Resource

,.enter 'TEA, network to

locate al' aydilei:e re-

sources.

3 Dev,!lop reS'E.arcr in !Pli

P

6 0 Inability of the ;_3un7,e1;)r

to communicate witn leaf

Student,

)6.1 Employ or train ,,11,Jre.

lors who car cornmuriLate

with deaf .,tudeht,,

nd1PIWo

Courage attendance' 1r -,-roul

)7 'el;, jr.

0

c±ilERITY.IF BARRIER

RATING BY ireRCENT,AGE

iN Li 60y

I 0 2' ' .3 4 NR,

1' A 'LH

?6.3 2.' 24. 15.6 '

FEASIBILITY N IMPLEMENTATION

RATING Bi PERCEN'ASE ,

1 , 2 ' 3 A

33.3 161'

13

GOMMENTS REISARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS '

54.; ; 14" g 1

//

't=,. 7 ! "2^. 0 11. .',

N

63.6 13.: 18.?

N = !'

N

3C.)30.n 10

36 A 27 3 07.3 9 I 0

11

1.!

I

RATED TOO lI
(Numbers of Res

94.0 (1) Too often individual coun-

seling occurs too late--it should be

ongoing.

95.0 (9) Need more counselors for

the handicapped

96.0 (8) Deaf students' needs are

just as important as any other stu-

dents' needs, Need more qualified

counselors.

91,0 (1) There is a need for ongoing

therapy.

RATED TOO HIG"

(Numbers of Respondents)

4' r handiCaDRO

DersOr can always gr.

Counseling if they wan,

it

95

97 0



Table IV Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATED BY PERCENTAGE

(4.. 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBIleTY OF IMPLEINTATION

RATED BY PERCENTAGE

r ,2 3 4 5

98i na 010Communication

rqtructor regarding

varying degrees of handi-

capping conditions and the

limitations involved.

15.3 37.3 42.4 5.1

98.1 Train counselors to com,

municate with instructors

regarding handicapping

conditions

61.5 15.4

N =13

15.4 Z.7 0

98.2 Make a resource person,

or consultant responsi-

ble.

46.2 30.8

N =13

15.4 1.7 0

99.0 Inadequate preparation for

the psychological and physi-

cal demands of being a

20.1 3b.2 31.0 12.1 2

"worker"

99.1 Provide inservice train 50.0 8.3 33:3 8.3 0

ing for counselors to pre.

pare student to meet de-

mands of being a "worker"

N = 12

99.2 Provide regularly sche- 58.3 25.0 8,3 8.3 0

duled counseling sessions

during the vocational

training.

N . 12

99.3 Increase emphasis on 50,0 33.3 16.7 0 0

public school career edu-

cation and vocational

program development and

opportunities for parti-

cipation by handicapped

students,

100.0 Vocational or occupational

objectives are often sel-

ected without adequate aware-

ness of the impact of the

disabilltyron.the job.

22.4 34.5 34,5 8,6

N= 12

100:1 Experienced counseling 33,3 58:3 8.3 0 0

with a realistic approach

should assist students in

selecting vocational ob-

jectives.

N= 12

101.0 Inadequate diagnostic and

individual planning for

adults with learning disabi-

lities.

19.3.35,1 36 ti 8.8 3

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING, OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS.

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

.(Numberi of Respondents]

58.0 (2)

gye

4

98.0 (3)

91(10) Many Oandlcapped persons 99.0 (2)

have been sheltered and must be so

prepared.

100.0 (6) This is true in highly in-'100.0 (2)

dustrial areas. Vocational assess-

ment is needed along with hands-on

experiences. Need for careful plan-

ning witittrained counselors.

101.0 (1) A large part of the popu- 101,0 (3;

lation could have a learning dysfunc-

tion. Very little of this can be

done by staff on campus.



Table ii, '- Conti:Jed

DAPP.W7

1 2

OF ?,ADRO

3 NR

FEV:BILITY OF IMPLEMENTION

;;r, NTk7)

3 4

QF 6q*ERS,COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OE SEVERITY

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

'Qesearch and develop- 25 "; 25.0 33.3 =, 3 ' 11

ment of diagnostics for

adults with !earring dis-

a;:ilities ;PC.r.1

12 k

I

RN

101 2 Assist in ski. dev- J3

elopment technigL,ey 12

02., Inadequate :ra Irini for hdr.

dicapped 'der:On' ic deve-

loping ll'e long planning

VI .3 4; 107.1 3, Institutioni, are lacking

in this area for the total popula-

tion, not just the handicapped.

102,0 (3)

103 Lack of :nn!a(- with the

name !J

aware of thecitUden ad-

3.Y 21 r ,i 3 103.9 (2 103.0 16) Contact with

home is not needed.

Jstment and progress

103,1 Place renewed e-

phasis on tn's barrier

13 3 8 3

12

41' 7 16.7,

104, 'Lack of sdpport -,e;v1,:er, of

_Ounseling, advising and

. ;elf-help groups to provide

41n1 ird adeptio-,

for school environment and

work environment4

104 1 Oreate handicapped

i4

51.0 25.0 25.71 .1

104.9 17, '1W.hout these services it

will be extremely difficult to

achieve one's goal if one is sev-

ere'? disabled

104,0 (3)

46,

"clubs" for students

where tney can exchange

ideas about coping.

N 12 1,

104.2 Provide workshops to 41,7 33 3 25 0

_help counselor; witn this N 12

Lack of recruitment of

other handicapped students

by successful handicapped

students

1 0 3 22 4 44 8 22.4 105.0 (2) More emphasis should be .

placed on this type of recruitmenti

105,0

105.1 Provide funds to de-
.

16.1 16,7 50.0 16 7

velop such counseling

services.

N r 12

106 9 Louri:eling need Pd t0 dIreo.

students to appropriate

programs, to explore quali-

fications for programs, to

determine Acts Ind i.nol

ar:hpr, 3 )11,11 le

10 2.4r 106,0 (6) This will eliminate alot

of headaches if the student is coun-

seled properly.

11)6.0 (2)



a
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Th14 IV Cohtinued

BAAR1ER5 AND RECOMMENDATION'S

0

4

L
WIERIIY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE '

(N . 60)

1 2 3 4' NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING OPERCENTAGE

106.1 ,Provide funds .to de-

velop such counseNag

services.
ars.

106.2,Develop a system for

vocational resources simi.

lar to the texas Learning

Resource enter (TEA) to

° locate alltivaitable re-

sources

Student hccountingSystem

101.0 Lack,of an adequate systet

of reporting studen6

Coordinating Board and/TEA;

current system does nict

identify handicapped stu-

A, gents and in turn does, not

, prOvide additional funds

for provisions'of special

services.

l07.1 Develop a method of

accounting for student,.

Lack of Financial Respuriel

108 0 Lack of financial resources

to pay living expenses, tui

tip!), books, etc , and for

expenses relating to the

handicap itself.

108,1 Toe Texas Rehabilita-

tion Agency, '...onsnission

for the,Biond and other

state agencies, need to be

more liberal of accep-

tance clients. .

2 More logillfiv,e

port needed.

11;8,3 Make the need k1rlowp

to qar'ou5 Orpniations

ry 00 might provide scho1-

irS)11PS Or needod9rants

'

268 26.8 32H 14,3 4

25.5 14.5 32.1 3

IA

If

tl

ms

5

36.4

4 , 11

54.5

N = 11

9.1

9.1

36.4

3674

9.1

0

9.1

I.

COMMENTS' REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

AWED TOO HIGH

.(Numbers 4f Respondents)

45.6'45,5

N 11

Ir 36.4

9.1

36.4

0

0 3.1

N = 11

H 2

N 11

27 3 35 4 073 9.:

4

104.0 )8) A system of reporting

could be an effective tool in en-

hancing enrollment.

'108 C (51 More staff need to get in-

volved in this. Not enough is known

about nnw to aoiess agencies.

101.0 (2).Strongly dis

agree with approach. High

schools should woh with

appropriate agencies

(Texas Rehabilitation Com-

mission, Texas Commission

for the Blind, Texas Com-

mission for the Deaf, etc.)

to access resources avail-

able No system exists,

(although one is Ooposed)

to identify handicapped

Students '.r) a mainstreamed

setting

10E:



Table IV Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

r . 2 3 4 ;NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 " 2 3. 4

COMMENTS REGARDING' RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

5

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

BARRIERS WITHIN SOCIETY

Lack of'KnOWledge About The

18.2

.

9.1

20.0

.17.0

38.2'40.0

30.9 52.1

32.1 38.2
.

41.5 31.1

.

,

3.6

1.3.

4.1

3,8

5

5

S

1

-

41,7 41,7

N . 12

58.3 33.3

N . 12

,

33.3 50,0

N . 12

,

20.0 50.0

N . 10'

50.020.0

'N r: 10

.

16,1

8.3

.

,

.

16.1

,

.

30.0

30.0

0

0'

0

,

0

0

0

0

0

-111,0

0

0

109.0 (9) Better coordination Ikoyld

permit better programs. There is a

need to publicize more.

-.!-).,..

-4

.

4

110.0 (6) Severe because a barrier

could be eliminated with such .know-

ledge, Ddsagree with wording;

should', lack of services pro

vided'by1RC to work with all areas

of handicapping conditions, also a

lack of a human resource agency with

knowledge of needs of families of

the handicapped.

,

(8) Coordination should be a

top priority,

.

112.0 ('6)

.

109.0

110.0

111.0

112,0

(3)

(2)

(3)

(1)

.

,

.

_.

JO .

kelping System

109.0 Lack of coordination and

identification of commullity

referral agencies.'

109.1 ,Publish a directory

for the area served by

each COOMunity college.

109,2 Designate a particular

on-campus counselor to

. havi information available

110.0 Lack oUawareness of imr

provemfnts available through

rehabiiitation engineering

by 'handicapped persons,

their families. professors

and rehabilitation personnel

)

110-.1 Distribution. of publi-

cations by reserach and

' development agencies to

consumers and consumer

agencies.

111.0 Lack of coordination of ser-

vices between the institu-

tion and the providers of

social services to focus

t common resources on needs

of the.handicapped

111.1 Lstablisffinteragency

committees.
0

111,2 Designate a liaison

person and complement with

community research coin-

Ponent,

112.0 Lack of.inforMation avail.

, Olt regarding /he resources

to aipl.It the han,iicapped,

.,e,, transoortatior, medi-

ca, perional ,:ar, e''.



Table !V Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATION.

112,1 Eitalish interagency

committees.

112.2 ,Provide transportation

assistance.

Attitud)nal Barriers

113.0 Attitudinal.barr:iers which,

would not allow a well

trained student.to function

in industry

113.1. Establish an effectiv e

public awareness campaign.

114,0 Patronizing attitude on fhe,

part o' society
r-

114.1 Provide more public

relations information.

114.? Provide oreservice

training in universities

to change attitudes of

educators,

115.0 Exclusion of handicapped

students by non- handicapped

ihdividuals

115 Provlde more outlic

information.

110 (.) IndIfferenr.e wit soviet;

Pro4ice lo'r outlIC
informatior,

1!7.0 Employers Or DarentS who

would not ahow handicapped

students ..ompleting child,
leveicipment. or child, care

Aurse> r6Donwlo

for nlidrer

11 I;P 40'

fl"Priv;. :1' :. awarenesi

SEVERITY OF BARRIER'

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

16.7 35.2 38.9 9.3 6

16%7 37.5 33.9 12.5 4

.S 22.8 49.1 17, 3

1: 5 32 48

17.; 28,3 4I,4 13.2

4

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

40.0 30.0 30.0 0

N 10

18.2 36.4 45.5 0 V
N 11

63.6 21.3 9.1 C 0

N11

69,2 15.4 1.7 0 1.7

N 1)

61.5 15.4 23.1 0 ' 0

N 13

61.5 23.1 0 15.4 , 0

N . 13

69.2 15.4 0 15.4 0

N . 13

63.0 23 0 10.0 10.0 0

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

r

113.0 (9) Attitudinal barriers would 113.0 (3) Attitudinal bar.

definitely keep an'individual from riers cannot be removed by,

getting a job. a community college.

114,0 (3) Poor attitude towards the 114.0 !3)'

handicapped. There is a need for

awareness and public education. saV

115.04(5) While no one would like to

admit to this, it is probably more

prevalent than we believe, Should

,be rated at least 2.00.

116.0 (11 Changes cl.: not occur un

less apreness is xoerilced.

111.0 (3)

tl

115.0 (4)

16.0 '4,

1



Table IV -Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY:OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PEREENTAGE

1 2 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW,

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO RID

(Numbers of Respondents)

118.0 Negative attitudes toward

the handicapped (includes

parents of handicapped.

teachers or professorIllem-

ployers, and fellow w rkers

116,1 Provide systematic

education of the public

through media

119.0 Inadequate expectations (de-

pendency rather than inde-

pendency is reinforced by4e4-

society)

10.5 42.1 38.6 8.8

12.5 39.3 39.3 8.9 4

119. Provide for in preser-,

vi e educltion and ex-

pe ience.

Inadequate Leadership

140 tOmmunity served by Commun- .19.0 31.0 41.4 8.6 2

ity College may not realize

the need to serve adult han-

dicapped, i.e., little or nc

pressure on the.college to

'protide services,

\
120.1 Utiliie mass media to

make community aware of

the need for programs,

create concern and inter-

est in their well-being:

(such as Child Find)

Media Barriers

121.0 Lack of public education on 35.1 28.1 28,1 8.8

handicapping conditions

121.1 Provide public rela-

tions programs and infor-

mation to the pOlic.

_121.2 Use case studies in

public, advertising to as-

sist the disabled person,

i,e., stories about the

director of the Veterans

Administration.

544-11,3,8.3 8.3 0

N ,p 12

41.1 16.7 41.7 0

N . 12

66.7 25.0 8.3 0 0

N 12

66.1 8.3 25.0 0

N . 12

50.0 25.0 25.0 0 0

N , 12

118.0 (3)

119.0 (10,) There is a need for appro-

priate methods to foster indepen-

dency without rejection.

1

120.0 (4) Without community expres-

sion of strong interest chahges are

difficult to achieve.

121.0 (10) More public education is

needed here.

118.0 (2)

119.0 (i) My experienh

has been that there is a

high degree of unrealistic

expectations--both too,

much or too little.

120.' :2)



6

Table :V - r.ontinued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N s 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF S EVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH,

(Numbers of Respondent0

Transportation

122.0 Lack of adequate transporta-

tion provisions to and from

the community college and

within it

32.8 27.6 31,0 8.6 2

122.1.5c4e necessary funds

4 for transportation system,

'22.2 lrvolie tme

122.3 Snouid be addressee b

7a coordinated public

transportation `system

olr is a:cpsiti,le to to

full spectr4Yof students

with nardicaning Cord"

;Ions. r each 04 the

try to '..;An

transportation Is very e,-

pensive ln9 not

cost effective -el;

Sys*.er 1:'e

;Jurcnase trarSv:rrr,;ic

theservices ror

n le trrscior:atior.

:2; 1, i'dfl;PCrt..1:1Or :7

y

e

123. :n6Jle

in ecess !AY.; C7 -Fr-

123.: mee,:.; as-

selent.

124.1 1nil,cle tra-scrta-

ti7 it .,ACJ:ss 4:r

3E H

3 1.; 433.7i 1-, 7

41.7 33.3 16.7,

N . 12

33.3 S8,3 8.3

N 12

66.7 8.3

N:12

16.7 -:12 33 3

N 14!

41.7 25.0 16,7

N = 12

11.1 444 33.3 ;1 1

S.

= 9

122.0 (12) There is a big need for

more buses, vans, or mini buses, to

get to and from the community col-

lege. Important for deaf students.

There can be nothing without trans-

portation- -but service must be ex-

cellent for handicapped students.

122.0 (3)

123.0 (8) If you can't get to work 123..E '1)

you can't work and individual become

.i!ore dependent on society,

124.0 (9) -There is 3 need for public 124.0 il)

transportation.



Table 1.)onti6ued

BARRIER, AND RECOMMENDATI0NS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING 9Y PRCENT4GE

(N . 60;

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE A

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

Employment Barrier;,

.125.0 Unwillingness of einployer

in private nusiness to pro-

vide personnel assistance

(advuatesj 'jr
f Phe had, -

sapped.
I

125.1 Conduct a sustained

campaign of education of

potential employers

125.2 Pesea'rch should pro-

vide statistics to indi-

cate that personnel assis-

tance will help business

126,0 Unwillingness of employers

in private business to pro-

vide financial support for

the handicapped.

126.1 Provide tax credits

for 4xtra expenses em-

ployers encounter in

training the handicapped.

121.0 Inability to earn money in

part time employment while

attending school

121.1 Plan with work study

program and set up a job

placement for handicapped,

127.2 Provide part time em-

ployment in the school

sy%tm

128.0 Poor prospects of obtaining

a job after completion of

-study.

128.1 These would be im-

proved by careful selec-

tion of training program.

128,1 ktahlr.n prior,-

ties for rehabilitation

services to provide on-
r going support for handi-

capped students in early

years of training and joh

experience. "

14.5 32.7 41.0 12.: 5

15:1 25.3 37,7 18.9- 1

9.1 23.6 54,5 12,7 5

11.1 38 9 40.7 , 9.3 6

;

33.3 41 7 16.7 0 8.3

N= 1?
4

33.3 33.3 8.3 16.7 8.3

N . 12

30.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 10.0

N . 10

4

36.4 18.2 45.5 0 0

N 11

45.5 21.3 21.3 0 0

N 11

36.4 45.5 18.2 0 0

N 11

36,4 45.5 13,2 0

N . 11

25.0 (3) There is little support

from industry. ,

126.0 (3)

127.0 (6)

128.0 (6).Results from little or un-

realistic planning, career choice,

etc., during initiation of services.

125.0 (4),

126.0 (5) Employers

should not be expected to

subsidize any employee.

121.0 (3)

128.0 (2) Companies are

trying to fill their

quota,



Table IV - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY'OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 61C4

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

129.0 Stereotyping by society,

1.e., 'You have diabetes

thu% you're probably going

to be a poorer worker",

'You'll cause us to have to

pay higher insurance", "You

can't learn like the'

others",'I'll have to spend

additional time with,you".

129.1 Provide public educa-

tion regarding the capabi-

lities of the handicapped,

130.0 Griwillirgness of employers

to hire the hearing im-

paired.

130.1 Provide public 'Mar

tion regarding the capabi-

lities of the deaf.

Ili 2 Change OSHA rules.

32.1 32.7 29.1 5.5 5

19,3 33.3 40.4 7.0 3

Handicapped are routed into 22.4 25.9 43.1 8.6

'low salary and low pres-

tige' vocations

131.1 Provide career infor-

mation to counsers and

students.
4 ,

132.0 Eilployers are unwilling to 30.4 375 28.6 3.6 4

accept handicapped persons

in tleir employ due to lack

of sufficient information

regarding handicapping con-

dittons.

132,1 Conduct a public cam-

paign regarding the abi-

lities of the handicapped.

132.2 Provide employers'in-

formation regarding the

handicapping conditions

.ArChitectural Barriers

133.0 Architectural barriers which 28,1 36.8 29.8 5.3 3

would not allow a well

trained student to function

industry

58.3 46.7 16,7 0 8.3

N =12

( -

1

66.7 16.7 8.3 4.3 0

N . 12

8.3 16.7 58.3 16.7 .0

N =12

46.2 38.5154 6

N =11

58.3 25.0 0 16.1 0

N= 12

66.7 25.0 8.3 0 0

N . 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO H

(Numbers of Respondents)

129.0 (7),Ved for publit education. 129.0 (2)

Vocational educators do not work with

business people and the community to

develop realistic expectations.

130.O. (3)

131.0 (4)

132.0 (9) Need for providing work-

shops to business and industry oh

these areas.

130,0 (3)

131,0 (2)

132.0 (51

133.0 (5) The problem is severe, but 133.0 (3)

industry is changing to meet needs.

Pressure and educational activities

must be consistent.

WJ

k



Table lv Continued

BARglEP!, ANI) .r(tCOMMENDATIONS

o! .

133.. Work with the City

PlAning Department as

well as individual busi-

nesses.

133.2 Enforce current laws

133.3 Give tax credits tp

reioVe barriers.

134.0 Buildings are inaccessible

because they are not bar-

rier free

134.1' Funding should be ob,

tamed to assist with

this problem

134.2 Enforce current lawsi

135.0 Housing designed to accom-

modate handicapped stu-

dents.

135.1 Funding should be ob,

tamed to assist with

this problem.

Coveting Demands

136:0 Apprehension about compet-

ing with non-handicapped

.students for grades, job

placement, etc., espe-

cially when performance is

measured by subjective

means as well as objective

means.

136.1 Teachers could as-

sist by helping the han

dicapped to Understand

that they are competing

only with themselves.

SEVERITY Of BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N :60)

1 2 3 4 NR

a

24.6) 42.1 29.8 3.5

21.1 43.9 24,6 10.5

12.1 34.5 43.6 9,1

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

41.1 33.3 25.0. 0 0

N 12

41.7 33.3 25.0 0 0

N = 12

41.7 8.3 33.3 0 16.7

N 3 12

33 3 25 0 41 7 0 0

N

66.7 25.0 8.3 0 0

N =12

16.7 33 3 41.7 3.3 0

N . 12

41,1 It./ 33.3 8.3 0

N . 12

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

134.0 (4) Federal law mandates 134.0 (4)

135.0 (3) Funds are limited OY'NUD. 135.0 (3)

136.0 (11 Human development courses 136.0 (3)

address this problem and should be

required by all handicapped students.



Table lv - Continued.
1

BARRIERS AM RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N s 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF S EVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents:

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HANDICAPPED

PERSON, THEIR FAMILIES AND OTHER

ADVOCATES

HandictopeePersons: Physical /'

Nentajglotional Problems

137.0. Physical conditions which

require medication for con-

trol pf pain resulting In

poor attendance

3.6 32.1 50.0 14,3 4 137.0 (1) 137.0 (5)

137,1 Careful planning of 37.5 31.5 18.8 0 6.3

the class schedule should

be done, so that the stu-

dent can take advantage

of the time when they are

not sedated.

N. 16

137.2 ?lake instructors a- 62.5 6.3 31.3 0 0.

ware of this. N 16

137.3 Develop a home bound 37,5 12.5 25.0 18.8 6.3

program. N z 16

138.0 Lack of physical dexterity

to manipulate mechanical

devices

1.0 35.1 45.6 12.3 3 138.0 (4) 138.0 (3) Not 1 problem

if counseled properly.

138,1 Develop assist appara- 18.8 18'.8 50.0 6.3 6.3 Y a

tus. N . 16

138.2 Place a student in a 43.8 18.8 31.3 6.3 0

program where he will not

have to cope with the

problem.

N 16

139.0 Inadequate mobility skills

to'cope successfully with

job related travel

10.5 35.1 45.6 8.8 3 139.0 (1), 139.0 (2)

139.1 Develop assist appara 25.0/5.0 37.5 6.3 6.3

tus. N . 16
I

139.2 Provide more and bet- 12.5 43.8 37.5 yl 0

'ter transit systems N . 16

140.0 Inadequate motor skills to

perform in vocational tech-

nical programs

14.0 31.6 38.6 15.8 3 140.0 (5)

14021 Develop assist appara 18.8 25.0 43.812.5 0

tus. N 16



Table IV - Continued

BARRIERS ARO RECOMMENDATIONS

140.2 Select a program or

field where he can perform

141.0 Hearing impairments which

make some types of employ-

Int dangerous 'or the nap-

dicapped individual

141.1 Do not put a hearing

impaired person in such

an environment.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N,. 60),

1 2 3 4 NR

10.9 30.9 41.8 16.4 5

142.0 Difficulty in communicating. 8.8 38.6 43.9 8.8 3

by writing due to a dis-

Ability!

142.1 Obtain a support per-

son or a student' helper.

142.2 Develop assist appara-

tus,

142.3 Develop otner means of

communication if another

method is acceptable.

143.0 Diseases requiring periodic

hospitalization interfere

with attendance

i 143.1 Provide programs of

independent instruction

143.2 Provide good counsel-

services.

144.0 Lack 3C onysical ,:rengtn t

teach or wort with young

children

145.0 Loss of use of dominant arm

requires retraining and

causes the xrson to work

slowly

145 1 Schedule training at

a slower rate

a

146,0 Physical conditions which

impede vocational technical

'education

146.1 Select a vocation in .

which the disatility nas '

less impact.

8.8 35.1 41.4 8.8 3

14.3 51.8 Z8.6 4

3.6 26.8 53.6 16.1 4

10.9 32.7 45.5 10.9 5

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5.

62.5 18.8 6.3 12,5 0

N . 16

62.5 18:8 18.8 0 0

N. 16

43.8 31.3 18.8 6.3 0

0'16

25.0 43,8 25,0 6.3

N

56.3 31;3 12.5 0 0

N =16

43.8 43.8 12.5 0 0

N = 16

56.3 31.3 6.3 0 6.3

N . 16'

37.5 25.0 37.5

N =, 16

40,0 46.1 13.3 0 0

N , 15

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF 'SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

141.0 (4)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents:

141.0 (4) This is not a

basic problem--the real

problem fs accepting the

hearing impaired into

certain technical areas.

142.0 (3) Very severe particularly 142.0 (3

where the handicapping condition is

not apparent.

143.0 (4)

144.0 (2)

145.0 (5)

146.0 (2)

143.0 (2)

144.0 (3)

145.0 (2)

146.0 (2)



Table 1'11 - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

FEASIBILITY OF. IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 NR 1 2 3 4 5

141.0 Inadequate communication 9.3 31.5 46.3 13.0 6

skills
/

147.1 Provide developmental 64.3 21.4 7,1 1.1 0

courses for students N . 14

148.0 Difficulty in listening to 8.9 37.5 46:4 1.1

verbil presentations and

taking notes simultaneously

148.1 _Provide tape recorders 73.3 26,7 0 0 0

to these students. N =15

149.0 Comnicatjon problems con- 14'3 28 6 44 6 1? 5 4

cerned with receptive and

expressive abilities.

143.1 Provide special 20.0 26.7 46.1 6.7 0

courses for students with N =15

these problems.

150.0 Communication difficulties: 16,1 35 7 37.5 10.1

watching the interpreter,

taking notes and observing

the ly-,kboard simultan-

eously

150.1 Provide special 6 3 18.8 37.5 18,8 18.8

courses for students with N =16

these problems.

150.2 Educators need to un- 6.3 31.3 18.8 25.0 18.3

derstand that these per- N =16

sons arEl not in the class

for grades, but to lean

what thpi can,

150.3 Provide special 31.3-18 8 31.3 6 3 12.5

teacners and small classes N = 16

151.0 Difficulty in paying atten- 12.5 12.5 5316 21 4 ti

tion,

151.1 Instructor snould 6.3 31.3 25 18.8 18,8

talk slower and to the N = 16

point_

152.0 Cariovascular conditions 10.7 26.6 37,5 23.2 4

which produce insufficjent

blood supplies to the brain,

cousin') XrDr memory, poor

concentration and blurred

yIsiOn.

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS '

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

147.0 (6) There is a need for more

interpreters and student assistants'

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

147.0 (3) Easily remedied

through special classes.

148.0 (6) There is a need for fun4 148.0 (3)

for interpreters, student assistants

and tape recorders.

149.0(6) The student will continue 149.0 (1)

to,fail if not recognized and reme-

died,

150.0 (6) There is a need to have

more support services and better

material for the deaf.

150.0 (1)

151.0 (5) Mental and emotional state5151.0 (4)

plus effects of constant pain inter-

fere significantly with learning.

152.0 (1) 152.0 (2)



Table IV C6ntinLied

BARRIER`, ANU 1-COMMEN,ATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING EiY PERCENTAGE

IN . 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBli ITV OF IMPLEMENTAT:ON

' RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 t

COMMENTS REGARDING, RATING OF SEVERITY, OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers'of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Re?pondents)

152.1 Try to alleviate these

before training begins.

153.0 Physical conditions which'

require medication for con-

trol of pain result in

dulled mental faculties.

153.1 Schedule classes for

times of optimum func-

tioning.

153.2 .Proyip homebound pro-,

grams and support per-

153.1 Make nurses available

on campus.

154.0 wInability.tq accept the

!discipline and pressure

ossociated with technical

programs,

154.1 Provide readily avail-

able counseling to ease

frustration

155.0 Lack of ability to adhere

to stringent time schedules,

155..1 Select a type of

training which will allow

for this.

15S.2 Allow for more flexi-

bility in schedules.

156.0 Inability to concentrate on

the leIture when verbal ma-

terial is being presented.

15641,Proyide special coach-

ing on listening techni-

ques.

156.? Provide support per-

yinel )note takers)

tutors

16.1 23.2 42 9 1;.9 4

'10.9 25.5 49,1 14.5

12.5 11.9 53.6 16.1

10.9 21.8 49.1 18.2

31,3 31.3 31.3 6.3 0

N . 16

25.0 56.3 12.5 0 6.3

N . 16

25.0 31.3 43:8 0

N =16

20.0 33.3 2i.2 7 13.3 6.7

N =15

18.8 62.5 6.3 6.3 6.3

N . 16

18.8 50.0 18.8 124,0

N . 16

12.5 37,5 31,3 12.5 6.3

N , 16

31.3 43.8 10.8 6.3 0

N .16

46.1 33,3 13.3 6.7 0

N . 15

153.0 (2)

154.0 (6) Thi5 is more severe for

some disabling con'itions.

155:0 (2)

156.0 (1)

153.0 (2)'

154.0 (Z,

155.0 (3) Adjustments can

be developed to correct

this situation.

156.0 (3)



ti

Tiole IV Continued

5ARR1ERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 . 3 4 NR

157.0 Lack of emotional stability 10.7 30.4 42,9 16.1 4

157.1 Provide regular coun-

seling.

18.0 Inability to adapt to the

discipline of the classroom

due to mental illness

l58.1 Provide regular coun-

seling.

Slowed responses and poor

concentration caused by

oedivtion taken for mental

Illness which often results

in insulation from reality.

159.1 Ootain medical. advice

:anr-'ica.pped persons:_l_ackof

eno,54

Inability to handle post-

secondary academics

16.; Provide remedial edu-

cation and /or

tutors.

r,Io not provide for

social promotion.

Inadequate development of

basic level

161.l Provide'special t(J-

tors 'and/or remedial edu-

:ation.,

161.2 Increase emphasis on

public school career edu-

cation and vocational

program development and

opportunities for parti-

cipation by handicapped

student'..

12.7 16.4 30.9 20.0 5

14.5 34,5 32.7 18.2 5

14.5 27.3 40.0 18.2 5

18.2 40.0 30.9 10.9 5

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

37.5 50.0 145. 0

N m 16

50.0 18.8 12.5 12.5 6.3

N . 16

31.3 31.3 25.0 0 12.5 ,

N =16

. 33.3 46.7 13.3 67 0

N=

53.8 15.4 15,4 0 15.4

N . 13

40.0 40.0 20.0 0

N . 15

46.2 46.2 7.7 0

N . 13

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

157.0 (4) May be caused by failure , 157.0 (3)

to accept limitations or disability

and results in starting many train-

ing programs but finishing none.

Very common problem among veterans

with various disabilities.

158.0 (3) Mental illness doesn't be- 158.0 (4) Human develop-

long in college. ment courses can correct

this sitbation.

159.0 (3) Some clients may not be 159.0 (4)

ready for college and shouldn't be

there as the problem is severe.

160.0 (6) Better secondary schooling 160.0 (4)

is needed. Post-secondary academics

are not the appropriate channel for

the student. "A.

161.0 (5) 161.0 (3)



Table lo ntinuel

8ARix:i.RS AND RECOMMEDAIIONS SEVERIT1 Of BARRIER

RATING 61 PERCENTAGE

I.' t'

1 2 3 4 NR

162.0 Inaollity to ,,cope witn coM-

plex written material,

charts and graphs

162.1 Conduct a morecare-

fi! evaluat.un cfore ,e-

lecting tne training pro-

gram,

162.2 Individual ice instruc-

tion.

163,0 Lack of understnding of

technical vocabulary on

which concepts are built.

163.' Develop read '

Jett oriented) classes.

163.2 Have faculty;staff

prepare necessary mater-

ials,

11.1 29.6 4A.4 14.8

9,3 24.1 50.0 16,7

164.0 Failure to realistically 17,0 35.8 41.5 5,7 7

assess limitations and po-

tentials

164.1 Provide more Lompre.

hensive counseling

164.2 Provide reality coun-

seling,

164.3 Students should be en-

couraged to overcome limi-

tations- -they have poten-

tials they are not awn?

of.

65.0 A lack of perception,e5d

knowledge of everydarsur-

roundings due to living in
'

a sheltered environment.

165.1 Provide initial orien-

tation sessions prior. to

community college enroll-

ment.

165.2. Do not giiie more as-

sistance than is absolute-

ly required. Force handi.

capped to work to his/her

maximum potential.

14,5 41,8 40.0 3.b 5

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCEN',VIE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF '3ARRIERS,

RATED TOO LOW

1 2 3 4 5 (Numbers of Respondents)11....i....w.1, 11
62.5 37.5 0 3

16

25.0 18.8 50,0 E.3

N . 16

20.7 46.7 2J..,

N= 15

26.1 33.3 33.3 E.; 0

N= 15

0

71.1 20.0 6.;

N = 15

66.1 33.3 0 0 0

N . 15

33.3 46.1 13 3 6.7 0

. 15

87.5 6.3 6.3 0 0

N = 1

'25.0 25.0 31.3 12.5 63;

N . 16

162.0 (2)

163.0 (7) ,(For deaf). Usually the

deaf have a very limited vocabulary.

164.0 (5) There is a need for more

specialized counseling,

165.0 (3) There is a need to make

use of the adult performance level

program (APL)

RATED 700 HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents) 1,

162.0

163.0 (5;

164.0 4

165.0 (3)



Table IM - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

14 .

BILITYOF IMPLEMENTATION

A1`ING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS'

166.0 Inability to transfer learn-

ing to application in order

to,perform in vocational

technical programs.

166.1 Proiide for controlled

exposure to the "outside

world".

161.0 Lack of knowledge of slang
11.8 '7.8 50 23.5

terms by deaf students.

1.4 14.8 51.4 20.4

167.1 Special instruction

should be provided that

11 help student adapt.

168.0 Inadequate knowledge of

life skills

168.1 Provide counseling

services.

168,2 Involve the student's

family.

169.0 Inability to develop feas-

ible goals

169.1 Provide reality coun-

seling.'

Handicapped Persons: Behavioral

Barriers

170.0 Poor home or institutional

training for students in

areas of initiative, tact,

and smaring,of responsibi-

lity.

170.1 Provide adequate cowl.

seling,

111.0 inadequate knowledge of so-

cial behavior, and appro-

priate (behavioral) skills

to perform on a job ,

111.1 Group counseling and

teaching.

10.9 30.9 41.3 10.9 5

12.1 25.5 56.4 5.5

4

13 0 42,6 38.9 5.6 6

10.9 41.8 38.2 9.1

31.3 43.8 12.5 12.5 :0

N . 16

38.5 38.5 15.4 1.7 0

N 13

50.0 25.0 25.0 0 0

N = 16

31.3 37.5 31.3 0 0

N . 16

50.0 37,5 12.5

,N = 16

o.

37.5 43.8 12.5 6.3 0

N = 16

56.3 31.3 12,5 0 0

N- 16

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

166.0 (2)

161.0 '( 3)

168.0 (5) The' handicapped (as well

as all students) have a need for

life long living skills.

169.0 (3) Many training failures are

due to selecting inappropriate ob-

jectives.

110.0 (5) The student is not pre-

pared for daily living much less

academic demands if he does not have

this background.

171%0 (5) The student is not pre-

pared for daily living much less

academic demands if he does not have

this background.

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents:....=.=iinw
166.0 (4)

161.0 (6) Not important.

168.0 (5)

169.0 (4)

110.0 (3)

171.0 (4)



table IV, - Continued

' BARRIERS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS 'SEVERITY OF FARRIER,,

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

4 .(N : 60)

1 . 2'

Nc.

NR

FEASIBILITY 'OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 ' 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING'OF;SeRITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH,q

(Numbers of Respondents)

111.2 Establish top .priori-,

ties for rehabilitation

services to provide. on- ..,

going support forhandi-

capped students in early

years of training and job

experience,

172.0 Inability td,acijust towards

the life stale in a college

settingH

173.0 Behavior iiiroblems due to
.

mental or emotaional impair-'

ments which disrupt.Classes

and keep the student from

learning.

113.1 These should be re-

solved or minimized before

training begins.

113.2 Provide behavioral

therapy.

174.0 Inability to manage per'sonal

affairs in order,to concen-

trate on learning experience

174,1 Provide opportunity to

. develop skills through

counseling.

175.0 Lack of internal orientation

ielktive Attitudes and Feeling

176.0 Poor self concept, low frus-

tratioh4ivel, making the

academic environment more

difficult than it actually

is,

176,1 DeveTop programmed

short term goils and posi-

tive feedback.

176.2 Establish needed sup2'.

port syStems for mandictp-

ped students in all se's,

tings

5.5 25.5 56.4 12.7

12,7 30.9 3B:2 18.2

9.,3 29.6 48.1 13.0 6

16.7 73.3 53.3 5,7 30

15.1 39.6 43 4 1.9 1

37.5 43,$ 18.8

4,.! 16

25.0.43:8 24 6.3 0

N , 16

37.5 43.812.41i,

N =16

46.1 33.3 13.3 6.7

N = 15

56.3 25.0

N= 16

31.3 50.0

18.8

12.5

0 0

6.3

N = 14

0

172,0 (2) There is a need to ameliOr 172.0 (5)

ate these problems to admissioo in '

,regular programs.

173.0 (3) Student. shouldot be,in

tollege until he has acquired skills

,for daily living, or has been through

a counseling prqgram to learn strate:

gies.for; solving specific problems.

174.0 (3) Life' long living skills

are essential.

175,0 (3) Essential for severely dis-

abled (especially) and.needed by to-

tal population.

176,.0 (4) Severely gpridicapped need

this adjustment facr. Achieving a,

positive self concept is frequently''

discussed and seldom accomplished

173.0 (3)

.

174.0 (4)

175.0 (4)

176.00)

4



cable Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 60)

1 2 3 4 NR

FEASIBILITY OF INPMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

2 3.

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents) °

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

176.3 Provide more one on

one 'Counseling and in-

struction.

177.0 Poor self image leading to

the belief that with a dis-

ability the client/student

cannot compete with others

or get a job even if he

finishes training.

171.1 Provide special coun-

seling /assistance.

117 2 Have students come

back to school and talk

to the disability student,

let them tell others what

to expect.

178.0 Poor self concept in the

area of interpersonal rela-

tions

178.1 Provide group coun-

seling

178,2 Provide opportunities

for social interaction

178.3 Establish needed sup-

port systems for handi-

capped students in all

settings.

179 '1
overly independent attitude,

e., tne student refuses

all help and aids.

119,1 Provide tnerapy for

the' student.

180.E The use of a disability as

an excuse for failure or de-

mand for special treatment

"the world owes me a liv-

ing" attitude

180.1 Provide lOing-term

theraf4k

18G.2 Jo notigive more as-

sistance than is re-

quired; force the student

to work to his/her maxi-

mum ontential

1

20,4 42.6 35.2 1.9

11.1 42.6 44.4 1.9

.'.41119.1222

13 0 27.8 44.4 14,8

NP

50.0.21.4 14,3 7.1 1.1

N214

50.0 35.7 14.3 0 ,0

N = 14

37.5 43.8 12.5 6.3 0

N . 16

60.0 26.7 13.3 0 0

N 15

53.3 26,720.0 0 0

N= 15

40.0 26.1 20.0 6.7' 6.7

N = 15

21.4 42.9 28.6 0 7.1

N = 14

31.3 31.3 12 5 6.3 18.8

N = 16

2,0 46 11 13 3 6.7

N . 15

178.0 (4)

179.0 (1,)

180.4i) Especially common among

Vietnam veterans. Student needs'to

bt' in control of self and feelings,

r,

177.0 (3)

178.0 (3)

119.0 (4)

180.0 (3)



Idle :ontinJe,.1

BAPRIP') AND .,E0OMMENDATIONS SEVERI.Y. OF BARRIER

B PEROENIAGE

(N 60)

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 "Z 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 5

181.0 Personal feelings of inade-

quacy and lack of self worth

13.2 39.6 411 5.7

181.1 Provide counseling in 46.7 53.3 0
groups

N = 15

181 7.r,yide ;Joiirarmed
35,7 21.: ll.)

learning experiences N = 14

181.3 Establish needed sup- 26,7 60.0 6.7 0 . e 7

port ,systems for handicap-

ped students in all set-

N = 15

: !.tings.

182.0 Belief that one is being

discriminated against due

to' the handicap

5.6 33.3 51.9 9:3 6

182.1 Provide counseling
40.0 53.3 6,1 0 0'

N= 15

183.0 Lack of :aggression in de-

manding appropriate instruc-

tion

1 1 , 1 31 5 38.9 18.5

183.1 Provide group coun- 33.3 60 0 6.7 0 0

seling N 15(

184.C, Anxiety caused 5y a limited 15.1 :!ib 1 4).1 /

' educational background in

personS who have not at-

tended'school for many ,years

184.1 Begin train? g at 63.3 26.7 13.3 6.1 0

slow rate to iv, re suc-

cess and provid' psycholo-

gical support,

185.0 Fear that a handicap will De

detrimental in employment

which requires short term

contact with the public (ex-

9..e 13 2 51.1 19,2

4 . 15

'ample: sales) versus a long

term,sustained relationship,

with fewer people.

186.0 Lack of self esteem and a 18,5 31.5 2.6 1,4 6

Positive can do/will do"

attitude

186.1 Provide coun- 50.0 35.7 7.1 1.1

seling and assistance - 14

187,0 Lack of-self assurance and

assertiveness

2545 25.5 45,3 3.6

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF EAPP:EP5

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

181.0 (5)

RATE, 700'HIGH

(F{pmbers of Pespondents)

181.0 (3)

182.0 (3 182.0 (4)

183.0 (5) 183.0 (3

184,0 (8) This is especially true 184.0 (2)

for retired military.'

185.0 (3)

186.0 (8)

185.0 (3) Personal bar-

niers must be removed by

the individual, not soc-

iety. Very individual--

some handicapped indivi-

duals like public contact.

186.0 (3)

187.0 (8) Need the knowledge they 187.0 (3)

are not competing with anyone else.



Table :d continued

BARRIERS ASD RECOMMENDATIONS

181.1 Provide ecial coun-

seling and as istance

188.0 Lou of nearin whlcn is of-

ten dCC el by paranoid

behavior and/or withdrawal

resulting in little or no

classcoom participation and

poor attendance

188.1 Provide special coun-

4., seling and assistance

189.0 Inability to compete on all

levels withotit special dS-

sistance in order to over- ,

come eelings of inadequacy

and the emotional problems

and frustrations that their

special problems cause

190.0 Family meters who provide

more ass,Stance than is

F11!k(!ed fY" ;elf mrovement

190.1 Administrators and in-

structors ban work with

families to overcome

thew .terriers.

1 P). 4 Prc4,:e coun',eling

' and ed4cJt3on f6r !ne

family

191.0 Lack of support and encour-

agement from the family

191.1 prov/e.family coun-

seling

191.2 54arate tne student

from ti4, family

\111

192.0 A home envi ronment whi h

discourages or destroys

tikkei,t or initiative on the
,

part of tre student

cr

SEVERITY OF BARRIER.

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N= 60)

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

0116-8Y PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 NR 1 2 3 4 5

50.0 42.9 7.1 .0 0

N = 14 '

13.5 26.9 42.3 17.3 8

50.0 35.7 1.1 7.1

N . 14

)1.5 26.9 50.0 11.5 8

4

14.8 37.0 35.2 13.0 6

7,1 50.0 21.4 21.4 0

N = 14

107 13 i 33,3 16,7 0

N 12

I1.0 22 6 7 2 13:2 7

28.6 35.7 28 6 7.1

N = 14
ti

1.1 30,8 15,4 15.4 30.8

N

23.1 28,8 40.4 7.7 8

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents

188.0 (4)

189.0 (4)

188.0 (6)

189.0 (3)

190.0 (4) There is a lack of know- 190.0 (3)

ledge in overprotection. 'Student

needs self reliance wnich can be

gained through rational behavior

training and assertiveness to deal

with over-bearing parents.

191.0 (3) 191.0 (4)

192,01(7) Human Resources Agency, :192.0 (4)

TDMH-MR Community Services still do

not recognize the importance of sup-

porting the family with other assis-

tance other than welfare money.



Table IV Continued

BARRIER; AND RECOMIENOATION;

192.1 Family counseling and/

or removal of the student

to a support environment

should be implemented,

193.0 Family members who adhere

to myths and misconceptions

of handicapping conditions

193.1 Provide for family

counseling

194.0 tack of emotional support

From 5ignificant 'others"

in social life of the han-

dicapped, i.e., need for

sustained encouragement

194,1 Use of halfway houses

194.2 Provide counseling on

a regularly, scheduled

basis

195.0 Some disabled people also

have disabled spouses which

it an additional burden on

, the person.

Barriers within Advocates for

Handicapped Persons

196.0 Lack of public, administra,

tive, and parental support

to encourage handicapped

persons to attend technical

programs.

196.1 Offer a course in

Secondary and Post- Secon-

dary schools for credit)

on the subject of "Accep-

tance of and Victory Over

Handicaps'. Let all in-

terested students take

the course.

196.2 Provide for family

involvement and training.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

1 2 3 V4 NR

20.8 28.3 39.6 11.3 7

15.4 40.4 3b,5 7.7,

5.5 20.0 45.5 29.1

15.8 29.8 47,4 '7.0

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 '5

14.3 42.1 28.6 1,1 ,7.1

N . 14

28.6 35.7 28.6. 0 7.1

N 14 .

14.3 42.9 14.3 1.1 21.4

N =14

35.1 35.1 28.6 0 0

14

26.7 33.3 40.0 0 0

3 15

20.0 33.3 40.0 6.1 0

N +15

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

193.0 (2) There snould be required

courses for parents, Well-meaning

over protection results frOm .lack

of knowledge.

194.0 (2) On-going support should be

provided by rehabilitation counse-

lOrs and peer counselors on the cam-

pus.

195.0 (1)

196.0 (5) This is a big key and a

major barrier--publicity and legis-

lation,is needed. The open door

must be swung wider and the welcome

mat put down.

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers ofiRespondents)

193.0 (5;

194.0 (3)

195.0 (4)

196.0 (2),
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Table IV - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N . 6'0)

1 2 3 4 NR

191.0 Inadequate assistance and

support which results in

fear of entering the world

of training and the world

of work.

197.1 Provide emotional sup-

port through counseling

and other students.

197.2 Establish top priori-

ties for rehabilitation

cervices to provide sup-

port for handicapped stu-

dents in early, y ars of

training and joblekper-

ience.

198.0 Goals which are established

by peers and society rather

than the individual

193.1 Provide student di-.

rected counseling

198.2 Public and private

agencies should make more

effort to educate the

general public.

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

1 2 3 4 5

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW

(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents:

12.3 41.4 36.8 3.5 3

27.6 27.6 37.9 6.9 2

37.? 50.0 12.5 0

N =16

28.6 35%7 35.1 0 0

N = 14

53.3 i3.3 13.3 0 0

N . 15

62.5 37.5 0 0 0

N =8

197.0 (2) This is a realistic fear

which can be eliminated through

counseling and Human Development

courses.

198.0 (7) Peers have an unusual in-

fluence on an individual's decision-

making for life.

197.0 (2)

198.0 (2)
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Analyses of Participants' Responses of
Severity of Barriers

Informati was requested from the participants regarding their em-

ployment roles,and handicapping conditions so that the ratings could be

analyzed inolight of these responses. For the 72 participants, nine

classification aEcorcilingl o employment roles were made:

Employment Role

Handicapped Student-

Teacher/Instructor

Teacher Trainer.

Agency or Organization
Administrator

Counselor

Community College
Administrator

Numbers of Participants

2

20

2

7

14

11"

Agency Consultant 9

Transportation/handicapped 2

Other 5

Total 72

.

The five particlpants in the category of "other" were a representative

of the college coordinating board, a clinical psychologist, a research

psychologist, a public school administrator, and a vocational adjustment

coLuOinator..

For the 72 participants, six classifications according to handicap-

ping conditions were made:
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Handicapping Condition Numbers of Participants

Orthopedic

Deaf/hearing impaired

Sight impaired

Respiratory

Blind

No handicapping condition

1

4

2

1

1

53

Total 72

40%

Eleven barriers rated by participants as most severe (ratings of
r.,4,

very severe or moderately sever were analyzed'bOarticipants' employ-

ment roles and handicapping conditions. Only 60 olifie 72 pafticipants
., .

.,

rated barriers according to their severity,. threfore the tables repre-
, t '4 ;-

sent responses of these 60 participaptOnly.

The eleven barriers which receiv*t rtentage of

ratings of very severe or moderately 'eyett0- .ihelb'respOndents, by

position, are presented in Table V. TheHffrit.:01%/m6'.4POicOes the

barrier number, the secopd column the barrierthe third '(olumn the num-

bers of responses for each item, and the fourth column the-percNkof

participants who rated the barrier very sever':mbde-rateiy,seyere.

In the last nine columns,are codes for the nihe.1Osi0of:the'par-

ticipants, giving the percentage of the total gtpiiix7.atitV616. percentage
:

of the position group in parentheses. ti
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TABLE V

ELEVEN BARRIERS WITH HIGHEST PERCENTAGES RATED VERY SEVERE OR MODERATELY SEVERE

4Y PARTICIPAN1 MY POSITION

Key to position (numbers of participants in each position) N 60
1 - Handicapped Student (2) 4 - Administrator of Agency (5) 7 - Agency Consultant (8)
2 - Teacher or Instructor (19) 5 - Counselor (12) 8 - Transportation.(2)
3 - Teacher Trainer (21 6 - Administrator of Higher 9 - Other (3)

Education (7)

Barrier
Number"

Barrier Responses. -Percent of Total Group
(Percent of Position Group)

Number

30 Lack of programs to pre-
pare post-secondary in-
structors to teach the
handicapped.

28 Inadequate training and in-
formation in provided to
teachers regarding psycholo-
gical aspects, and learning
difficulties of speCific
handicapping conditions

59

'60

34 Lack of counseling and taech- 59

. ing skills needed to acommo-
date the handicapped, student's
uniqueness

,24 Lacirl'oy general knowledge of

nOficapped-and handicap-
-..;.:ping.co400614 (instructors)

71 .Lack of fadS:tO ,Providk. for
sPeclarl expenSes7Y40:Os,
ciarF-egUioment ' ''

31 ..Instructiq-5.1inadequtitk,
teaiiked ingcbniquii00.11
sist fO,Y,iantfitappita
to adipt 140dAk0,60
to meet hNtptii-, 'ntS,

27 InadeqUI&:4*
and orient;100,_
ing with hantAtiOptrOrts
in the aret4Uyak!:', liarn-
inO

59

57

0

60

15 Lack of knowledge of ;that stu- 59
dents can do resulting in nega-
tive attitudes toward the limi-
tations of the handicapped stu-
dent,

85 Lack of realistic counseling 58

and goal setting

87 Inadequate prevocational ex- 57

ploration background informa-
tion, and exposure to the
world of work

67 Lack of adequate equipment
that will facilitate teaching
the handicapped ,

57

Percent 1 2 3 4, 5 6 7 8

f
7,8.0 1.7 25.6. 3.4 3.4 17.0 10.2 11.9 0 5.1

(50) (E.4.2) (100) (40) (63.4)(73.1)(65.9) (100)

73.3 1.7 73.3 1.7 6.6 15.0 11.7 8.3 0 5.0
(50) (73.7) (50) (80) (75) (100) (62.5) (100)

72.9 3.4 72.1 1.7 5.1 15.3 10.2 10.2 0 5.1

(100)(73.71 (50) (60) (75) (85.7)(75.0) (100)

72.8 22.1 1.7 8.5 15.3 P0.2 102 0 5.1

(73.7) (50) (100)(75.0)(85.7)(75.0) (100)

71.9 3.5 17.6 3.6 5.3 14.0 10.5 7.0 1.8 5.3
(100)(68.4) (100) (60) (66.6)(85.7) (57.1) (50) (100)

-

71.7 1.7 28-4 1.7 3.3 13.3 10.0 10.0 0 3.4
(50) (,9.4) (50) (40) (66.6)(85.7) (75), (66.6)

71.7 1.7 .3 4 3.4 5.0 15.0 10.0 8.3 0 5.0

(50),(73.6) (100) (60) (75) (85.7) (62.5) (100)

71.2 1.7 20,4 1.7 6.8 13.6 11.9 "6.8 3.4 5.1

(50) (63.4) (50, (80) (66.7) (100) (57.2) (100) (100)

69.0 1.7 19.0 3.4 5.1 15.5 8.6 10.4 0 5.1

(50) (68.4) (60) (60) (75)' (75) (100)

68.4 0 21.2 0 5.3 17.6 8.8 10.5 0 5.3

(73.7) (0) (60) (83.3) (71.4) (75) (100)

68.4 1.8' 21.2 3.4 3.3- 10.6 8.8 10.5 1.8 5.3
(50) (73 7) (100) (60) (54.6) (71.0(35.7) (5J) (100)
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Findings presented in Table V indicate that botkstudents found

barriers 34 and 71 severe. Seventy percent or more of the teachers in

S the group found Al the barriers except 71 and 15 severe. Both partici-

pants who were teacher trainersindicated that barriers 30, 71, 27, 85

and 67 were severe. Eighty percent or more of the administrators felt

that barriers 28, 24, and 15 were severe. Barriers 28, 34, 24, 27, and

7 were selected by seventy-five percent or more of the counselors as

severe. Seventy-five percent of agency consultants selected barriers

34, 24, 31, 35, 87, and 67 as severe. The two persons engaged in'trans-

portation of the handicapped selected only barrier 15 as severe, and all

three of the participants in the "other" categOry selected all but bar-

rier 31 as being severe.

The eleven barriers which received the highest percentages ,of

ratings of very severe or moderately severe by the 60 respondents by

handicapping conditions, are presented VI. The first

column indicates the barrier number, the second column the barrier, the

tkir0 column the number of responses for each item, and the fourth column

the percent of participants who rated the barrier very severe or moder-

ately severe. In the last six columns are codes for the six handicapping

conditions of the respondents, giving the percentage of the position

group-in parentheses.

Only one barrier (15) in Table VI was rated most severe (very

severe or moderately severe) by 70% or more of the participants with an

orthopedic handicap. Four barriers, 24, 31, 67, and 87 were rated by

all participants with impaired hearing as being most severe. There was



Table VI

,

ELEVEN BARRIERS WITH HIGHEST PERCENTAGES RATED VERY SEVERE OR MODERATELY SEVERE

BY PARTICIPANT BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

Key to haddicapping condition (numbersbf participants with handicap) N = 60

1 - Orthopedic (10) 4 - Respiratory (1)

2 - Hearing Impaired (3) 5 - Blind (1).

3 - Sight Impaired 1(1) 6 - No handicapping condition (44)

Barrier
Number Barrier

Responses

Number Percent

30 Lack of programs to prepare post-
secondary instructors to teach
the handicapped

28 Inadequate training and informa-
tion is provided to teachers
regarding psychological aspects,
and learning difficulties of
specific handicapping conditions

34 Lack of counseling and teaching
skills needed to accommodate
the handicapped student's
uniqueness

,1

24 Lack of general knowledge 'of the
handicapped and handicapping
conditions (instructors)

71 Lack of funds to provide for
special expenses such as special

a equipment

27 Inadequate staff preparation and
orientation toward working with
handicapped students in the area

of various learning modalities

31 Instructors inadequately trained
in techniques to assist the handi-
capped student to adapt standard
procedures to meet his requirements

15 Lack of knowledge of what students
can do resulting in negative
attitudes toward the limitations
of the handicapped students

85 Lack of realistic counseling and

goal setting

87 .Inadequate prevocational explora-
tion background information, and
exposure to the world of work

67 tack of adequate equipment that
will facilitate teaching the
handicapped

Percent of Total GrouD

(Percent of Group Identified by Handicap)

1 2 3 4 5 6

59
a

78.0 10.2 3.4 1.7 1.7 1.7 59.3

(60.0) (66.6) (100) (100) (100) 479.5)

50 73.3 10.2 3.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 55.0

(60.0) (66.6) (100) (100) (100) (75.0)

it

59,' 1 . 3.4 1.7 1.7 1.7 54.3

(60.0 (66.6) (100) (100) (100) (72.7)

.59 72.8 6.8 5.1 1.7 0 1.7 5Z.6

(40.0) (100) (100) (100) (79.1)

,

.

57 71.9 10.6 1.8 1.8 0 1.8 56.1

(60.0 (33.3) (100) (100) (66.2) .

60 71.9 6.7 3.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 55.7

(40.0) (66.6) (100) (100) (100) (77.3)

60 71.9 8.3 5.0 1.7 1.7 0 53.3

(50.0) (100) (100) (100) (72.7)

59 71.2 11.9 1.7 1.7 0 1.7 54.2

(70.0) (33.3) (100) (100) (74.4)

58 69.0 8.6 3.4 0 1.7 1.7 53.4

(50.0) (66.6) (100) (100) (73.8)

57 68.4 7.1 3.5 1.8 . 0 '1.8 52.6

(40.0) (100) (100) (100) (71.5)

57 68.4 8.8 3.5 0 0 1.7 54.4

(50.0) (100) (100) (73.9)
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only one participant with a sight impairment who rated all barriers ex-

cept 85 and 67 as most severe. The one participant with a respiratory'

condition'rated barriers, 30, 28,' 34, 27, 31 and 85 as most severe. The

only blind participant rated all but barrier 31 as being most severe.

Seventy percent or more of the participants with no handicapping condi-

tions rated;t11 barriers except 71 as most_severe:

Comparison of Ratings of Participants
and Ratings of Consumers

.1
To determine whether the predictor variable--rattftg of feasibility

of implementing a recommendation to remove a barriercould be used to

distinguish between participants of the study and consumers (72 handi-

capped students), a'Wilks' Lambda Test of Significance was applied. In

all but five of the recommendations there were no signifiCant differ-

ences between the ratings of participants and the ratings of consumers.

The recommendations in which there were significant differences at the

0.01 level are4given in Table VII along with the barriers and mean vec-

tors of participants and consumers.' In all five instances the con-

sumers rated the recommendations as more feasible than the participants.

Four of the five recommendations were found .in the ection, "Barriers

Within the Aandicapped Person, Their Families and 0 her Advocates".

Therefore, in all but five of the recommendation for removing bar-
,

riers, the null hypothesis is accepted; that is, there is no differ-

ence between participants' and consumers' ratings of feasibility of

implementing recommendations to remove barriers.

J.



TABLE VII'

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS1°

Recommenda-
RecommendatiOns

-tion lumber

Barrier Mean

96.1 Employ or train counselors 96.0 Inability of (ounselors to

who can communicate with communicat,i with deaf students

deaf students.

,
Develop assist apparatus. 138.0' Lack of physical dexterity to

,manipulate mechanical devices

PrOide family counseling. 191.0 Lack of support and encourage-

ment from the family.

138.1

191.1

194.2 Provide counseling on a 194.0 Lack'of emotional support from

regularly scheduled basis. significant "others' in social

life of the handkapped, i.e.,

need for sustained encourage-

, ment.

197.1 Provide emotional support 197.0 Inadequate assistance and'support

through counseling and which results in fear of entering

other students. the world of work.

Particiapnts: 2.0

Consumers: 1.0

Participants: 3.66

Consumers: 1.33

Participants: 2.33

Consumers: 1.16

anticipants: 3.00

Consumers: 1.33

Participants: 2.33

Consumers: ' 1.00

1

Level of 'ignificance 0.01
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Predictor variables did not differentiate between the criterion
v . 2- ..).?, ,,,.----

grol the multiple discriminate function except in the group which

included re ommendations 38.1 through 66.2. Although answers of'-,:::.
)

, 44 , q eparticipants an' gnsumers did predict'Which group they woUld.be ini

the equations. canno be solved, and even though it appears that thee .

group can be identified by tile'answers, there are too many variables

to make a definite conclusion.

Since.the N-size in the study is small, as is generally the case

in Delphi studies, this type of analysis did not prodyce a definitive

conclusion. However, there appears to be a congruence between' the

groups.

Tasks Recommended for Implementation

.' ,....

When,a content analysis of the 351 recommendationli (Table4III)

.

.
14..

was conducted, twenty-nine tasks were identified as needing to belaiii-
,

plemented by community college personnel,'advocates for the handicapped,

or agencies responsi1e for the Handicapped, to removeftarriers whiciil
t

& to>
impede the successful completion of vocational technica programs in

community colleges by handicapped students.
g

0 * 4 4.

-,..

Discussion. of Twenty-nine Identified Tasks k
. ,, .

The content analysis of the recommendations,was based on-infor-

mation from preyious research and project activities reviewed for the

study (Chapter II) and from data obtained from the various ,phases of

a

1



TABLE VIII

PROPOSEDRATINGS OF THE

DESIRABILITY FEAS1111111Y AND COST EFFECTIVENESS 01 PERFORMING TASKS 10 REMOVE BARRIER,

In the fist column the genqral task to hr IherforMed is given With the number of related re-

commendations in parentheses, and summarized reconmendations related to the-task.

In the second column are ratings of the desirability of performing the tasks, with 1 being

ver*desirable, 2 desirable, 3 undesirab and 4 very undesirable.

In the third column are the ratings of th feasibility of performing the task with 1 being

definitely:feasible, 2 possibly feasible,, 3 possibly unfeasible, and 4 definitely unfeasible.

In the foUrth column are ratings of the cgst e P ettiveness of performing the task' with 1

being very cost effective, 2 possibly cost effective, 3 possibly not cost effective, and

4 definitely not cost'effective.

.
.

General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of RatOin:of Rating of.Co, st-

releted-recommendations) Desirability 'Feasibil-4y EffeCtiveness for

Summarized recommendations related' to.Perform to Perform\ Performing Task

to the task. jask Task

1. Prpvide for improved and increased 1 1 1

counseling services (48)

Increase numbers of,coAselors'
available to stdent and make
the job moreattractive
97.2, 89.2)

Provide supportive counseling
which includes emotional sup-
port (194.1, 48.1, 197.1, 194.2)

MI

Provide supportive counseling
which improve9 student's self
concept (116.3, 177.0)

Provide supportive counseling to
bring about positive attitudinal .

changes in students and.to assist
him in dealing with frustration
(179.1. 173.2, 180.1, 180.2, .

154.1)

Provide group' counseling for ac-
quiring knowledge of social be-
hayiort career information, im-
proved self concept, support and
assertiveness skills (171,1,.
52'.2, 178.1, 181.1, 9711, 183..1)

Provide counseling .to assist wOlpi

specific problems ()86.1, 187.17,

188.1) ,

Provide counseling for the family

of the handicapped person (190.1,
190.2; 191.1, 191.2, 192.1, 193.1,

196.21

Provide reality counseling (164.1,°
164.2 164.3, 85.2,...,169.1, 168.1,

,168.2, 100.1, 146.1).

1 :) 2

N>

.ro
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Table .3(11,1- :r continued' 4 _IV
,OF , ..i,,

General tasks to be perfcfted (numberlbf Reting2Of Rating of Rating of Cost.
related redommendationt) * 0 ,Cesiribility , Feasibility Effectiveness for
Summatized rec atioat (elated 4 to Perform to Perform Performing, Task
tethe task 1 1 ., Task qask

.------ --4- 0

Coordinate services with,agencies -11

IhvolVed (5.3, 109.2)

Make counseling services More avail-

. able to student (88.2, 94.1, 143.2,
157.1, 158.1', 182.1, 170.1)

Provide for student directed doun-
seling and assistance in managing.
personal affairs (198.1, 174.1)

2. Establish inservice programs for the
vocational techeltal and academic com-
munity college personnel (42)

'Inform-inttructors and classroom
personnel about Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 OM

Provide -information on methods of
assisting the handicapped student in
the classroom (13.1,,24.1, 21.1, 274_,
29.2, 30.1, 31.2, 3211, 34 1, 57.2,''
63.1, 64.3,:73.11 150.2)

Cause sitive attitudinal changes
in pers who work with and pro-
vide for the ucation of the han'di-
capped student (16.1, 17.1, 17.2, 19.1,
21.2, 22.2, 26.1, 20.1, 59.3, 15.1)

Provide training for counselor
the area of realistic counselirill,
goal setting (85.1)

.Provide training for counselors in
the area of diagnostic-services (86-.1)

,Provide training for counselors to
assist students to cope with the edu-,-;

catibnaA l environment (v.1)

Provide skills'in communicating with,
deaf students 36.1). 4

1 . #

44

Provideiinformation regarding the
stamina required in employment (99.1)

4

Provide information regarding gen-
* eral support and counielinit'setyices

(104.2,44.2, 93.1) 1R

Provide inservice for ancillary per-
sonnel such as tutor wheelchair
pushers, attendants, note takers
interpreters, and placeMentopertoK8
net (10.3, 9.3, 12.1 13.2, 14.2)

4

J

'!

15

5

C.



Table VIII continued .

General tasks to.be performed (number of Rating of Rating of Rating of Cost -
related recommendations) Desirability Feasibility Effectiveness for
Summarized recommendations related to Perform to Perform Performing Task
to the task Task Task'

Provide inservice for administrators
in legislation pertaining to the.
handicapped (86.2. 1.5) (3.1)

17eveliip a program for teacher trainer

and 41A staff to'promote better under-
standing to the educational needs of
the handicapped (30,3)

3. Secure funding. to provide for programs.
services, facilities and, equipment (26)

Provide funds for prevocational
skill tr ning (39.1)

Secureifunds for deaf and hearing
impair students (40.1, 42.1)

Provide programs in emerging tech-
nology"(58.1)

Provide short term vocational
courses (41.3)

Provide for adequate task analysis
of technical sktll areas (57.1)

Provide for support personnel such
as tutors, readers, and interpre-
ters .(9.2, 13.3)

Provide a better student/trainer
ratio (56.2)

Recruit' handicapped students (105.1)
a

Develop and expand counseling ser-
vices (106.1)

Utilize and increase existing
financial resources 008.1, 123.1,
122.1)

Make funds'available from Social Se-
curity Disability Insurance for
vocational education (2.1)

Provide funds for special equipment
(81.1.. 74.1, 78.2, 67.2, 70.1, 71.1,
71.2)1,

Provide funds for bOusinT for handi-
capped students (135.1, 134.1, 134.2)

Establish f4nding for Ocational edu-
cation,of the handicapped as a top
funding priority (10.2)

Y

4
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Table VIII - continued

-

; . General tasks- to be performed .(number of
related recommendations)
Summarized recommendations related
to the task

_______..

4. Provide resource persons and support.
services to assist instructors and
students (24)

Adapt the classroom for the
capped student (64.0, 37.1)

Provide liaison information to the
world of work'(60.2, 36.1)._.

t.
Provide remedial education or tu-
tors (161.1, 142.1, 160.?)

Provide Support to assist the stu-
dent coping with the demands of
schdol (17873,181.3, 66.1% 65.1,
98.2, 176.2, 177.2, 33.2, 104.1)

Provide assistance to-instructors
(31.1. 55.1, 56.4).

Provide 'tutorial support to stu-
dents (38.2, 72.1, 156.2)

Set up employment for the handi-
capped through the work study pro-
gram (127.1)

Utilize medical consultation (159.1)

Rating of
Desirability
to Perform
Task

Rating of
Feasibility
to Perform
Task

Rating of Cost-
Effectiveness fer
Performing Task

1

0.

5. Plan for individual students (24) 1 1

Provide planning with short, term
gods to improve self concept (176.1,
181.2)

Provide planning to resolve problems
of emotional impairment (173.1)

Provide planning to develop daily
survival skills (165.1, 165.2, 155.1)

Plan with students who are unable to
cope with complex written material
(162.1. 162.2) r.

Plan with students who have-restric-
tive medical and physical conditions'
(152.1, 141.1, 137.1, 137.3. 138.2, 140 2)
140.2)

Provide for employment planning and
training (73.2, 92.1, 128.1. 60.3)

Provide for problemr, with learning
(101.2, 34.2. 12.2 13.2)

Provide for flexibility in curriculum
(45.2)

",

6



Table VIII - continued

General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of, Rating of Rating of Cost -

relate recommendations} Desirability Feasibility Effectiveness for

Sumftrized recommendations related to Perfqrm ,to Perform Performing Task

to the task Task Task

Cantactstudent on a regular basis
(48:4)

6. Provide special materials or programs
to accommodate the handicapped (22)

Provide special equipment and assis-
tance in the area of listening skills
(148.1:151.1, 149.1, 150.1, 156.1,
150.3)

ProVide assistance in the development
of communication skills (14).1, 142.3)

Provide assistance in development of
vocabulary skills (163.1, 163.2)

Provide for alternate methods for ad-
ministering examinations (51.1, 50.1,

50.2, 56.1)

Disign work stations in vocational
classes (77.1)

Provide for special instructions for,
deaf students° (167.1)

Provide for an adjustment of the rate
of vocational' education experiences
(153.2, 153.1, 155.2, 184.T, 166.1)

2

Provide for special accommodations for
handicapped students (153.3, 49.1)

7. Conduct public education regarding the capa- 1 1 1

.bilities

1

nd needs of the handicapped uti-

lizing t ws media (16)

,In orm
,

the public at the natiOnal, state
and local levels about handicapping con-.
ditionS and the capabilities and needs
of the handicapped (1..4, 22.1. 113.1,
114.1, 116.1, 117.1, 118.1, 120,1, 121.1,
121.2, 129.1, 130.1, 132.1. 13m) i

.(..,
.}

Provide an ongoing public relations
effort (25.3, 198.2)

8. Provide individualized instruction with 1 1

planned scope and sequence of curriculum
and open entry/exit points for students (14)

\s,

Plan self-paced, independent instruc-
tion (143.1, 145.1)
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Table VIII - continued

General tasks to be performed (number of
'related recommendations)

Summarized recommendations related
to the task.

Rating of Rating of
Desirability Feasibility
to Perform to Perform

. Task Task

"

Establish a sequential curriculum
from 41ementary throulph post-secon-
dary vocational technical programs
(61.1)

Provide diagnostics for adult . -

learning disakilitiet' (101.1) t ,

Provide for behavior modification
programs (474).

Evaluate physical capabilitieg:^(15,j)4

Individualize programs for hindicapped'
students (46.1, 26.2, 42.2, 45.1)

Define behavioral objectives (16.2)

Individualized testing procedures,(56.3)

Establish feasible entry/exit points
(65.2, 45.3)

Rating of Cost-
Effectiveness for
Performing Task

't*

3 Conduct research in areas of needs assess- 1 2 2

rent, employment, materials, and equipment
(12)

Research communication problems in in-

'structtonal situations (43.1)

Conduct local needs assessments of the
disabled (82.1, 82.3, 32.2)

Research employment assistance and voca-
tional information (125.2, 95.3)

Research and design instructional mater-
ials, special devices, equipment and
tools (68.1, 69.1, 75.1, 76.1, 84.1,
110.1)

10. Provide pre-service training and teacher 1., 2 1

,... preparation 'in colleges and universities
(12)

Provide information on agencies which
serve the handicapped and resources
available for the,handicapped (4.3,
87.3, 15.2)

Provide information on handicapping
conditions and individual differences
of persons with hdhdicaps (2R.1)

Educate to effect positive attitudinal
changes (114.2, 59.1, 119.1, 196.1;

.7.



Table VIII continued

General tasks to be performed (number of
related recommendations)
Summarized recommendations'related
to the task

Inform about curriculum adapta-
tion (37,.3)

Provide information on the needs
of the handicapped (82:2, 30.1)

Provide training for medical per-
sonnel to help the disabled attain
the highest level of skill pos-
sible (35.2)

11. Coordinate services with employers in busi-
ness and industry. (10)

Assist in employment adjustment (14_1),

Determine employment needsof,businesi"
and industry (83.2)

Assist in the attainment of employment
(36.2, 60.1)

Trov.ide information regarding the bene-
'fits-of.birinq the handicapped 1125.1,
132.2)

Remove architectural.barrivr$ in in-
dustry (133.1. d33

,

Promote technology to-benefit.the han-
dicapped (58.2) i ' ,

Rating of
Desirability
to Perform
Task

12. Obtain special or adaked equipment (10)

Purchase special equipment with re-
sources and funds available (64:4,
80.1)

-

Adapt existing'egulpment (74.2).

Construct speciah equipment-(66.2)

Develop a ,]earning center (78.1)

Ratliog.of: lbtfil'ig of Cost-

Fe0111111tY,_:jffeCtiveness for
to Perf0m-.:y;,PertOrming,fask

, Develop assisC.4pa'ratus for physical,
handicaps-(139 :1, 139.2, 140.1, 142.2;
138.1)

13 Improve communidation and coordination of,
services between4vocational technical pro-.
grams and agenciet (10)

Establish interagenty committees {112.,1,
4.2, 112.2, 111.1)

Designate It liaison person (4.1. 141,21;

Establish mutual cooperation ancrex
change of information 18.1. 88.1-:.48'.2)

ti

2
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Table VIII - continued

General tasks to be perWormed (number of Rating of
related recommendations) , Desirability
Summarized recommendatiOnS related to Perform
to the task Task

Publish a director of agencies and
services for the area served by each
community colleges (109.1)

111..

14. Obtain legislative support (9):

Provide funding for programs for the
handicapped (10.1, 61.2, 108.2)

Allow for tax credits for employer
qif the handicapped (126.1)

Obtain increased personnel to assist
with the handiCapped 55.2, 34.2)

Remove earnings limitations for social
security (2.2)

Change,OSHA rules (130.2)

Cadse wordtrig of legislation to be less,,

(1.):

Rating of
Feasibility
to Perform
Task

1

Rating of Cost-
Effectiveness for
Performing Task

1S. Enlist improved and increased services frdin' 2 2

the Texas Rehabilitation Commission (8)

S.

Provide for on-going support for stu-
dents ig early years of. training an.]

job experience (171,2, 21.1, 14.2,
197.2, 48,3)

9V

Determine employers' needs (83.3)

Provide yearly interviews to recipients
of Social SecurityDisability Insurance
(2.3)

Provide more rehabilitation counselors
on community college campuses (5.1)'

6. Provide for increased interaGtiori'between " 1 2 2
handicapped and non-handicapped students (8)"

Provide awareness and orientation pro-
grams (21,1, 44.1, 23.1, 115.1)

Purposefully design Integrated activi
ties (6.1, 6.2, 178.2, 7.2)

Develop a central4iziglystem of'resources (7)

Develop a system for vocational re-
'sources similar to the Texas Learning
Resource C(Jiter. Division of Special
Education, Texas Education Agency to
provide equirment, ancillary personnel
such as interpreters. specially de
signed instructional materials and
equipment, career information and job
forecasts, specialized courses deve
loped for'-the handicapped student and
information regarding appropriate pro-
grams (6/.1, 9 1, P, 2, 79.2, 95.2.
41 2, 106.2)

1

1

J



Table VIII - continued

General tasks to be performed (number of
related recommendations)

r.unwmrized recommendations related
to the task .

/

18 IdAntify rcstructoi-s' respon%Ibilitie%
for,handic pped students (h) - c

Schedule regular counseling sessions .-'
with studentg99.2; 25.2, 136.1)

Maintain communication with coun-
selors (98.1)

Keep the student's family informed of
progress (103.1).

Be aware of student's medi4ion needs
(137.2)

19. Provide special materials and curriculum (6)

Provide pre-developed material and in-
struction% tormodification of curri
cuum (37.2, 54.1, 54.2. 53.1, 53.2)

Rating of kdtinq of

to Perform Perform
1,10(

Provide materials which Auld be adapted
CO sensory abilities of ,the student (hi 2)

/11 Develop policies to provide prOgram and
i-J,I.Cdory for thr h.out dopyd

10( 1111,0,C Ihr , vII when Itr h,..

achieved to the h tohy,,t ivy', I of ht,
ability (d? 1, 62.2)

Require instructional education for the
post-secondary vocational instructor (30.2)

Implement, local application of Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act (12.)

Mandate planning for the handicapped
students (7.1)

Develop administrative planning for the
handicapped (4)

Provide educators with information
about the needs of the handicapped
(25.1, 33.1)

Plan for such activities as registration
and mobility orientation (8.2, 11.1)

I
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Rating of Cost
fffectiVeness for
Perprmino Task

,

2 2

2 2

?2 Expand an8 develop programs of vocational 1 2 2

education (4)

Provide for a.broader range of skill
training (52.1)

Provide for specialized courses to
teach limited skills through con-
tinuing education programs (41.1)
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Table VIII - continued

General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of Rating of Rating of Cost-
related recommendations)' Desirability Feasibility Effectiveness for
Summarized recommendations related to Perforp to Perform Performing Tgsk
to the task Task Taskr c

Provide expanded electives and sub-
ject areas (59.2)

Provide basic programs in language and
math for specific departments (38.1)

23. Develop career information for the handi- 1

capped (4).

Provide prevocational exploration, career
inftirmation and vocational evaluation and
counseling (87.1, 87.2, 95 1, 131.1)

24 Articulate community college vocational tech-
nical programs of instruction with public

schools (4)

Increase emphasis on career and vocational
education in public schools (39 2, 99.3)

2 1

2

Stress the teaching of basic skillsat
th high school level (38.3, 161.2)

,25. Solicit assistance from the community (4) 2 2 '2

Apply to local civic groups for funding
(83.1)

Make needs for scholarships and grants
known (108.3)

Provide an accessible transportation sys-
tem for handicapped students (122.3)

Involve the community and vocational
classes in construction or acquisition
of equipment (70.2)

26. Teach handicapped students to communicate 2 2 1

problems and use resources available (3)

Assist students to communicate their
needs (65.2. 26.3)

Help studVit.s to us.e counseling services
available (93,2)

?T. Develop a mfltbod'of accountabirity (1)(107.1) 1 1 1

.

28. Develop programs for deaf student's (1) 2 2 2

Develop classes for deaf and langaNge/
learning disabled students (29.1)

f. Estatiir.h advocacy qroup

EStahlr:h an sIff)4010,,vc prnqram
(3 2)
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this study. The information which supports, the possibility of imple&

menting the twenty-nine tasks is presented in the gollowing.para4raptfs.,
.

1. Provide.for improved and increased counseling serVices.

v.

_task had-more related-recommendations (48) than any of the'twenty -nine

:general tasks to be performed. This recommerdatiori is also supported

.'Sy projects such as the Enabler programs in California et .

al., 1977).

2. Establish inservice programs for the vocational technical and
r.

academic community college personnel: Forty-two recommendations made

by participants of the study were related to this. task,. Also, .two of

the five items rated highest by validations CCOPES,1977) in twenty-

four community colleges in California in,1975:76 were "special educa,-

tion alifications of instructional staff working with the handi-
v.

capped", and "qualifications of-enablers/cdOrdinators and of,enablers/

coordinators and directors in tbarge of administering occupatiOhal

programs and services for the handicapped" (p.

3. Secure funding to provide for programs; services, facilities,

and equipment. Although Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

was enacted as a civil rights bill for the handicapped, no /funds were

appropriated for implementing programs,'tnd other than the excess funds

which ay. suppoSed to be available for the handicapped in vocational

technical programs in community colleges, funds for programs, seminars,

facilities and equipment must be secured from other sources. Programs

include those provided by the Special Services Office oflhe United
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StatesOffice of Education as desoribed.by Hessler (1976). Twenty-six

:recommendations, the third highest in rank order, supportell this task.

(Table. VII,- p. 141).

5.. Plan for individual students: Planning for individual stu-

dents is necessary for a Liccessful program as demoristrated by the

DeAnza College Special Education Programs (Reid, March, 1978). This

was also observed to be one of the elements for successful programming

for handicapped post-sedOndary students in Suburban Hennepin County

Area Vocational Technical Centers (1978). Individual educational plans

are also mandated by P. L. 94° -142. Partictpants of the study made -

twenty-four recommendations. which were related to this task (Table VIII,

p. 141)7''

6. Provide special materials or programs to accommodate the handi-

capped. Hessler (1976) diScussed needs for special equipment and

.trained personnel to assist the handicapped and Lawrence, Krieger, and

Barad (1972) described the limitations imposed by inadequate curriculum

and other speCific acadeMic and architectural barriers. Two of the

eleven'barrierS (71 and 67) rated very severe and moderately severe,

(Table V, p. 135) indicated a lack of funds, and therefor6 ack of

special equipment fOr the handicapped. Twenty-two reco endations

were made to provide special materi,ols or programs (Table VIII, p. 141):

7. Conduct public education regarding the capabilities -and needs

of the handicapped, especially through the news media. According to a

fad
report prepared by The Regional Affirmative Action Clearinghouse (1976),

educating the general public is very important to promoting the

D 2.

0
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employment pf' the handicapped. There Were sixteen recommendations made

'to conduct public editcapon ..(Table VIII., P. 141).

8. Provide indi'vidua'lized instruction with planned scope and se-

quence of curriculum and open entry/exit points fortudents. According

to a study conduttedat the Wisconsin Vocational Studies Center (Kumar

1977)wlack of indiyidualized instruction and absence of open entry/

exit_pcints for students was a factor in students becoming discouraged,'

frUstrated, and developing a poor self image. Fourteen recommendations

.

were made by participants which were related to lndividualized.instruc-

tion (Table VIII, p. 141).

9. Conduct research in areasof needs assessment, employment,

materials, and equipment. Se eral project reports (Spencer, 1977;

Bayne, et al., 1977) emphasize the need for obtaining information

about th 4 andicapped population on the community college campus ande\
the availabi. ity of .vocational programs for the handicapped in com-

,

munity colleges. PartiCiOants gave twelve recommendations which'sup-
p

port this task in the area of research (Table p.

10. Provide pre-service training and teacher,-reparatiw in

colleges 'and universities. The barrier, lack of programs to prepare
r.

post- secondary instx,Ktors to teach the handicapped, *s rifted most

severe (786) (Table V, p. 135). TweJve recommendations '`support the

need for pre-service training and teacher preparation in Colleges

and universities (Table VIII, p. 141).

11. :Coordinate services kith employers in business and industry.

A report concerned with the employment of the handicapped (Roberts .and.
4
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,Eirown, 1976) indicated that employers' attitudes were the greatest bar-

riers to successful, employment of the handicapped. Ten recommendations

from this study supported this task (Table VIII, p. 141).

12. Obtain special Or adapted equipment. Providing specialized

equipment and adaptive devices was a part of the program in community

colleges in California which 1ps students overcome barriers (Phillips,

et al., 1977). Wiig (1972) uggested employing special teaching methods

and equipment for teaching learning disabled students. Ten recoMmenda-

tions supported this task (Table VIII, R. 141).

13. "Improve communications and coordination of services between

vocational technical programs and agencies. One projett, the Michigan

model, encouraged inter-agency cooperation through an inter-agency

supervisory committee which makes recommendations to both agencies and

vocational programs (Michigan Department of Education, 1977). Ten
.

recommendations were_made by participants to support this task (Table

VIII", p, 141).,

14. Obtain legislative support. Legislation for the handicapped

in community co&ge programs resulted from one of the more extensivec

reports *describing the physically disabled population in California

(Spencer, 1977). . Legislative appropriations for the handicapped in

community colleges were not affected by the recent property tax reform

of proposition 13, which caused a deci-ease in funds available 'for other

educati"onal programs (Sullivan, 1978). Nine recommendations covered,a

variety r. areas supportihg legislative support (Table VIII., p. 141).

15. Enlist improved and increased services from the Texas Rehabili-

tation Commission. Eight recommendations were made by participants to.
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IV

improve and increase-service.frOm the Texas Rehabilitation ebMhissio%

(Table VIII, 141). The Texas Rehabilitation Commission now has maftlr

resporisibility for ass,istingEthe handicapped ig. ,community colleges .1)
.-.

(Status Report of General Special Programs, Texas- Rehabilitation Com-

mission, FY 1976).

16. Proyide for increased interaction between hanctitapped and non-

A

handicapped students. Oneof the needs expressed by a student in Spen-,

cer's study (1977) was for ". . . mor,social activities on campus. 4
k'

need to make more friends" (p. 39). The San Diego ComMunity College

District recommends mainstreaming students whenever possible. This

helps handicapped students obtain "educational 'opportunities atillple

to all students" (Resource Center for the Handicapped, 1977, p. 1),

4
Participants in this study made eight recommendations which indicate

that this task should be completed (Table VIII, p. 141).

17. Develop a centralized system of resources. There were seven

recommendations made whiCh resulted in the identification of this task

(Table VIII, p: 141).

18: Identify instructor's responsibilities for handicapped stu-
,

dents. The need for implementation of this.task is based on legislation -

such as P.L. 94-142, which requires:an -individualizecLeduc4ionat plan ,

for students under 21; P.L. 94 -482, which 'emphasizes mai*streaming; and

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.LD93-112), wh4h is

the bill of rights for handicapped citizens. 'Six recommendations in

dicated concern for individualized instruction STable VIII, p. 141).

g
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it 41-

v
....

,,i!

19. Provide special materials anckurrrculum. 4 study by Lawrence,

et al., (11972) suppprted six'necommenUations iqt.ttis study regarding
lb. VF

'specialmateriais and cq
..

rriculum ( Table VIII, p. 141). Their study
4

0 4

-4,.. described how curficdlum can have a

'

limiVd effecfpn students.
4. .

,, 20: Develop policies to provide programs and assistance for the
,:-

.o
handicapped._ A4though there werevon% five related Tecommendations,'

:0

. '.:!, * ., .: ',

(Table VIII, .p. 141); this w4j'also considered an important: task in
.

.,f, IC
A

4

.tt. two separate studies'in Illir (Fabac, February, 19,78) and California

,

At
; . ,

. ov, to

(Smith, 1977).

_ ' , 4k41.
Devetopadministratjve.planning

A

for Wembandicapped. \The 4
A .

,,.
4

*.

Caliiforni'i4pommunity College ChanceCor's office ha.? 'developed opp-a-V .

.

tional guidelines for administrative planoinVorithe htndicapped
4 7 0 1'4

(Smith, 1970,. 'Arl'.inirrest in thd2'probleawaS irelicaVed by the fact
',,-

fi

-$

that 15% of thepartiCipant group werV community c011egtadministrators.

.._ '
..,,

'FourrecommendationV pertain to this task 'viable VIII, p. 341).
.

" cz,-
,-.

22. Expand and develop programs OfvocatNonal educition. A study
14:.1 1,,,

, ..

in Kentucky (Bayne, et al.i , Y977) indicated that Any handicapped stu-
?.

dents weFejn4irograms Whichhad little appeal and wdit'Pnqipsistent4

0

with manpower needs of:Ahe area. Four recommendations were made in.;

this'study to expand and'deVelopprograms Of vocational 'education- ' i4
_. .

;..

(Table VIII, .1:G 141). ,4

6

23. Develop~ career information for the handicapped. Several' re-

orts of projects emphasized the importance of bet.ter job counseling.
/

and career information to the handicapped (Spencer, June 1977; Schneps

and Slater, 1974; COPES, 1977).. Four related recommendations pertained



4Z-

Oto this taskATA101,II, p.. 141).
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24. Articulate community college vocational technical programs of

instruction with public schools. Section 504 of.the Rehabilitation Act °.

of 1973 emphastzeS(rccruiting handicapped. students, especially from the

public school, thecefore articulation with the public schools is

( :

cated. Four recommendations were related to the,p4Ctic schools (Table

VIII, P..141)-

25. Solicit assistance from the community. One of the eleven bar-

riers (71) rated as very Severe or moderately severe referred to lack

of funds for special expenses (Table V, p. 135). The local community
1

should be considered a source of such funds. Four recommendations

support this task. :
,s,

.. , .

0 .

.

26. Teach handicapped students to Communicate problems and ulse

availa'ble resources. One of the°eleven ,barriers rated very severe or,
.

.4 '-

.. . . .

ry.oderately severe by the participants of the study .(Table V, R. 1.35)'
ge,

was the educator's lack of knowledge of at students can do. This iatk
. . ,

-,,
.

_ :*

results in negative attitudes toward the abilities of the handicapped
,,.

1,,.

.

student. leen the student.can coMmunicate needs and abilities, this

-

barrier is overcome. Three recommendatiyons made by participants in
,

,,-

q. the study saloport this task (Table VIII, p. 141).

g7. Develop a method of accountabiLiV. A report of a project at
ie

Tp-kon College, "SucCe'ts Oriented Service" (Tetzlaff, 1976) emphasized

the importance of identifying Ilandicappedstudents for the purpose of
4,4

providing special' services, referrals totspecialTstaff, and obtaining
8

4$ 4

Gw
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resources and materials1,iTh'e Studgnt.Atcountabil,ityMqdel -(SAM) (Gold,

1977) ikrr California stralatot4-40 Wormation'accounability pro-

r

bich°provjcies4qif*matiowto be used for planning and evaluating

programs. Onlyone recommenflatcon was -made. to support this task, how-

iever, an_atCountability plan is needecito obtain excess funding (P.L.

94-142, )975).

28: Establish advocacy groups. Barbara Sullivan (1978) described

the establishment of advocacy groups as the first step toward obtaining

legislative.assistance for the handicapped student in community colleges.

Only one recommendation suppOrted this task (Table VIII, p. 141 ).

29. Develop programs students. A statewide study of

post-secondary education for eaf, students in Maryland resulted, in a

recommendation for regional programs specifically for the deaf (Harkins,

1978a).. One'recommendation supported,this task in this study (Table
r.

VIII p. 141 ) .

Analysis and Ratings- of Tasks by Steering Committee

T4i. twenty-nine identified tasks to be implemented:or .Qonsidered
,t

for policy formulation were presented to.the 17 steering-,commatee m02

:!bers'for their analysis of the ratings of/desirabTli feasibility7and

.

cost effectiveness for performing the tasks (Append* (Two steering'

committee members h*moved out of the state since the 'completion of

Ro,u III.) Sixteen of the seventeen members responded. Committee

members were polled by telephone, and also were requested to return

their response forms by mail. One member could not be contacted, nor
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OF

was his response form received, One of the handicapped students and

the consultant from the Teias Rehabilitation Commission agreed with the

suggested ratings as they were. Alternate ratings of the tasks were

offered by all other memberS.of the committee and some offered sup-
.

porting comments. 'Alternate ratings and comments of the steering com-

mittee are presented in Table IX.

As a result of the responses by tj3e steering committee members,

o

changes were made in the assigned ratings of eight of the general tasks

to be performed. These are presented in Table X (p. 167,.

-After examing the results of the study, the graduate committee

recommended that a post hoc analysis of the iderft-ified tasks as com-

pared to barriers which were rated as most severe be conducted. A
4

decision was made to compare the barriers selectedby 66% of the par-

ticipants as being very severe and moderately severe with the twenty

nine tasks identified from the content analysis of the 351 recommenda-
w!.

tions. This informatiK,is presented in Table xi (p. 160,, qhqq.resulting.

information- indicated that fOurteen of the tasks (Table XI) were. related

to at least one of the bartiers selected by at least 66% of the parti?

cipants as being most severe. The rentionship was established by

' examiningt able VIII (p.,141) and the related then

matching' the recommendations to the barriers.
(;)

It is recommended that the fourteen tasks pr'sented in Table XIV

(p. 184) and discussed on pages 169-71 be considered as priority tasks

to be implemented. Each is related to one on more barriers considered

most severe:
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TABLE IX

RESPONSES OF STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS TO IDENTIFIED TASKS,
AND RATINGS nF DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY, AND C0511 EFFECTIVENESS
OF PERFORMING TASKS TO REMOVE BARRIERS PRESENTED IN TABLEVIII

Key to types of Steering Committee Members
1 - Handicapped Students 6 -.Post-Secondary Teapher Educator
2 - Secondary Education Personnel 7 - TEA Special Education Consultant
3 7 Community College Vocational 8 - TEA Occupational EduatiOnAnd

Directors Technology Consultant , .

4 - Community College Vocation41 9 - College CoOrdinating Board Representative
Program Personnel '10 - TRC Representative

5 - Pildt project Personnel 11 - National Consultant

General Tasks to be Performed

1. Provide for improved and
increased counseling
services.

2. Establish inservice pro-
grams for the vocational
technical and'academicr
community college-per-
sonnel.

3. Secure funding to provide
for programs, services,
facilities and equipment.

Provide resoufce persons
and support services to .

assist instructors and
students.

Type of
Member

2.

3

4

4

Ratings and.Comments of Participants -
Not In Agreement .

Comments

ounselors:are.not'the
nty:,onS. who can.Oun4
ei. Suggest the coun-
selor (train people, to

ounsel. . .

i:., r'
OunselAng services are .

etiexpensive..

lot that much need fOr
increased funding:
kanges are attftydinal,

eowithlrattngs.
at nadcljtor 'funding,

or,-trapsportatiori,

i utator%
knoWwbereil go. A.

2-4

hange.. A,I,Ot his

doneandshould be'
obtikuee2

2
,t1

671
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Table IX Continued

Ratings and Comments 'of Participants
Ge eral Tasks to be Not In Agreement .

, .

o''' Type-of Des'ra- Feasi- Cost Comments

Member . bi 1 i ty bi 1 i ty Effect

F
.

5' Plan for indiVidual 3 )- No change in yatingS. ',

students:. .. zt',
Plans for "normal" stu-' ,

, dents may or may not be' :
appropriate forknandi- .

cappedstuden041 '-,

4-zir, -.:,41 No change in, ratings. The

:.)
T IndividuAl Educational

:7.0 : tqpcept,should bek
- ,,:z-, extended to personi over

!;;11'' 21.,-.. c .,,

.y ..

6. , Provide .SpeCiat materials ',-0-2 ',..2'
2

or::OrogramS- to,-a0cooano-,,
t r

date!,1he ' flan di capped .
43 : i We can never get enough :,

:. 1.
special. materials.

'

.4.. ,,,,t.;.
:,.. ,

i..`. e, .
4 ,

'.'
1

,.;-+
5 1 Rate ql l's.

)

5
v.

C-4 0..6

. qi -'1'ee
7. Conduct publi.t-edu tion':,. 2' P;,1

.
qp.:y.:=.;

:regarding the capab , 1 tiek,,,c
.

.I-

4 >, .

and,needs .0f tile, haridi cap- ..:" :7
. .10i has been done an 4

ped utilizing tiie news - , should ,be continued: No

media.: ', . hange. .'t;,'

.!:.I

a. Provide individualiied,in- 2 o charige fn rating. Add:

struction with planned '- i rain Staff to implement.

scope and sequence of ztlr. y)
,

;1

. g
. riculum and open entryt ..,:,.,, .3 2 2

exit points ftwAtuden*; ;:".3 . o change. Very mu '4.n

.greement. fr''

'.- 4 ', iue to fact that voca-
tional work stations are
ostly, design for one
individual is too costly.



162

Table IX - Continued

General T

9. Conduc
if nee

ployne
eguipn

10. Provid
trliri

"oiver

C9ordi

mid In

asks to be Performed
g

Ratings

Desire-

bility

and Coral

Not
---

Feasi-
bility

Ir

CI

Ef

Type of
Member

t research in areas
is assessment, em-
it, materials and
mt.

1

3

2 -

2

1

,---,

4
N

5 1

5. - 1

6

7

.

.

? pre -service

lg and teacher. prey`
1 1

)n in colleges.'and 2 -1

;itie.
2

27-n

...

"3 2

4

4 1

4

5 1

5.

5 1

6

7

1.Jt sqrvces with
err H .,usioess
clue try.

1

2 2

1

3 J

4 .

5

5

VS%

rents of Participants
Agreement

st I Conments
fec

1 Great need for assistance
for employment.

2

Need to place efforts
elsewhere.

Rate all l's.

lie change.. This has hoen
done to fikiMe .extent.

ate all, l's .

chan9e in r,);An,js. .

rhis

lory,,impirt,-.nt 10 work

?ale l's.
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Geheral Tasks to be Performed

;2. Obtain -,pocial or adapted
equipment.

13 Improve communication and
coordination of services,
between vocational tech-
nical programs and agen-
cies.

M. Obtain legislatiVe support.

40
improvod

frcm the

Hhabilitatien Com--
mi;sion,

16. Provide for increased in
torA(.tIon between handi-
capped and non-handicapped
suidents.

163

Ratings and Comments of Participants
Not In Agretmeot

_ .

Type of
Member

3

Oesia-
bility

Fodsi-
bility

1

Cost

Effect
Comments

4 3

5 1 Rate X11\1'

5 1

1 1

3 1

4

4

5 Rate all l's.

1

3 3 There is enough legisla-
tive Support --we don't:
need more..

5 2

7 No change. Wc have ai
nlr.h It yt1 170. \(!rptitt

wc ar.! going

1 1

3 Services are inadequate.

4 , 1 1

5 Rate a)1 l's.

2 -2 1

3

4

5 Rate Mil's.

5

5
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Table IX - Continued

General Tasks to be Performed
Railings and Comments of Participant_

Not In Agreement

Type of
Member

17. Develop a,centratized sys- -2
tern of resources.

3

3

4'

13. Identify instructor's
responsibilities for
handicapped students.

5

7

2,

4

4

5

19. Provide special materials 2

and curriculum

5

5

6

Desira-
bility

2

3

3

1

Feasi-
bility

Cost Cdrrpents

Effec

2

2

"1

7.

2

3

3 Need local resources.

Alot of equipment would
have to be stored and
maintained. Too costly.

1

1

4

No change. Could use the
Teas Learning Resource
Center, but could be
augmented.

Student must also assume
responsibility for self.

This f.s the most impor-
tanttask.

Instructors have respon-
ihility for all .stu-

&fits. No change ifl

ratinq.

Should be done.

Rate all l's.

Special materials not
cost effective.

Rate all l's.



Table IX Continued

General Tasks to be Performed

Type of
Member

20. Develop policies to pro- 2
vide programs and assis-
tanc,e for tra.. handicapped. 3

4=4

71 Develop- administrative
Planning far the handi-
capped.

T,pand and develop pro-.
ut vocdtionfil edn-

catIon.

5

5-
e

7

2

4

5

2

3

5

6

7

Ratings ond Commont,, nt Uarticipants
Not In A(.1re(ALnt

nes i 1 e,rs t. Comments
wit), ,bility Effect

-It

'1

1

1 I 1

1

1

.2

165

Rate 011 l's.

A

Mati,)nal and state poli-
cies exist: Nce local-
policies.

1

1 1- This is very important.

Lite all. l's.

1

1

. Develrl.p ,,:ori-er Information

t,)r. tmo

O

iot

Rate all l'S.

rxiA9d durd devo:Inp pro-

TIIMS of vor,atiunal

catiGn for the
ped.

;11nciicpptd saidenL rued
pre career iqaforr)tion..

3 slr,? intorE,:ati,)n fnr

tAHdkappc:d is X11 that
liffnrent.
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Table IX - Continued

General Tasks to be Performed

24. Articulate community col -
lege,vocational technical
prog rams of instruction
with public' schools.

25'. Solicit assistance from
the community.

26. Teach,handlcapped students
7N-communicate problems
a?d cps,reSources avail-

1r4'
. 4-

s -

27 Develop a method of,'

accountability.

28. DevelOp programsffor:.,*f4
students. .

..
Establish advocacy groups.

,ri

Ratings and ComMents of Participants
Not In Agreement

Desira- Feasi-

bility bility

2

1

3 1

4 1

5 1

2 1

3 1

4

5 1

2 1

4 1

5 1

3

5

3 3

4

5

2

5

5

1

3

1

1

a

2

3

Comment's,

This is mhere3studenfs
come from.

Should be
l

done.

Rafe all l's.

k

Desirable but not cost

effective.

Rate all l's.

Not cost effective.

InlDeaf students need to be

ainstreamed. Experience
iwith 50 to 100 deaf stu-
ients a year shows they
learn better in regUlar
classes.

1 Deaf need, to be able to
communicate and cannot do
so in a regular class,

Rate all l's.

1

1 Rate all
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TABLE X
D

CHANGES h1ADF IN RATINGS OF GENERAL TASKS' TO EE PERFORMED
' AS A PESUL1 .OF'ANALYSIS OF STLEPIUG gOMITTEE RATINGS

PRESENTED IN TAaE IX

Cerierai Tasks to be Perfurmed

10. Providepre-service training
and .teacher preparation-in
colleges and uni,iesities.

11 Cuordin'te services with em-
plcyers in'business'ood in-,
dostry.

11. Improve coi..,munications and

cry:,-dan..1un of sorviceshe-
twr.en vocaional technical
prograys and agencies.

11). Prwide for int:Teased inter-

a

3ction H-twee1 handicapped
anll mat-handicapped students.

1/. rL,ved3p a centralied,sys-
telt of resources.

:O. Devi-116p Oorticies to ffovide
4 ;)fe;OM6 and assistance for

he ia:ndicapped.
4

0

21. 40,40.-lop career infeuation
* flur te handicapped.

.

Articllate'corvunity epllige
A tVncaii.ria1 technical pro.-

.

grvIroS instructien

Former Ratings

Desira-
bility

1

1

1

1

.1

Feasi-

bility

2,,

2

2

2

0

Cost
Effect

1

2

2

2

1

'2

IRevised Ratings

167

Resira- Feasi- Cost'

bility bilitu Effeft

1

1

°

2

2.

s

4
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ba, 1

Estalilis inservice programs for the vocar tional technical and aca-

communil college personnel. This task had forty-two r4ommenda-

tion-.5 for removal of barriers which supported this identification. Ii

Adition i"toas related o the greatest number. barriers considered

severe by at least 66% of the participants (30, 34, 24, 31, 27, 15,

P 86,'32, 1

04-- Provide lipserVice training and teacher preparation in colleges

end universitiesailie,barriers (30, 28, 15, 87, 82) considered most

severe yere directly related to this task. These barriers were identi-

4t4

fied tY hnough an analysis of the twelve related recommendations.

.Secure funding to provide for ftograms, services, facilities, and

equipment. Three barriers (71, 67, 134) considered most severe apd

twenty-six recommendations for removal of barriers support this t0k.

Provide for improved and increased ,counseling Services. This task

had the largest noper of suOpor1ing recommendations for*,removel of

barriers (48), and rtated to two (85, 88) of the eighteen barriers con-
.

idered most severe.

Develop policies to provide programs and assistance for the Mandl-

/. .

,capped. TWo (30, 12) of the barriers rated'most severe and five of the

k

recommAiendations.for removal of barriers supported the igehtifiigation of

t4r
this task.

Provi___ de resource persons and support services to assist instructors
.

.
. .

.

. . .

and students. Twenty-four recommendations for removal of4'barriers re-

sulted in the identification of this task, which is alsp related to one

(31) 'Of the barriers Considered 'most severe.

ZIP

,
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Conduct public education regarding the capabilities.and n eds of

the handicapped utilizing the newS media. This was directly, re ated to

one (132) of the barriers considered most severe by at least.66% of the

,

participants and also was repfed to fourteen of the recommendations for

11,

removal of barriers. XI':

Conduct *research in dfeas of need assessment, employment, materials

and equipment. Twelve recomMendations for removal of barriers and one

tarrieU2) considered most severe supported this task.

Coordinate services with employers in business and industry. One.

barrier (132). considered most severe and ten recommendations. for removal

of barrierS related to this task.

Improve communication and coordination of services between voca-._

tional technical programs and agencies. .0ne barrier (88)-considered'.

,most severe by at least 66% of the participants and ten recommendations

for removal of barriers related to this task.

Obtain legislative support.. Nine recommendations for removal of

tiarrierS and one barrier (84YOonsidered most severe related to this -

task in obtaining Tegislati*e support to add counselors and-staff.

Provide for increased iraction- between handicapped and non-handl-
,

.

.capped students. One of the arrierS' ratedqnonsevere (23) and eight

recommendations for removal 'barriers related directly to this task.
- - ,

Develop a centralized system/Of resources: Seven recommendations:

for,the'removal. of barrier antOne barrier (67)' considered most severe

led to the identification 3f thi5.task.

Develop career-inform XohYor the handicapped, This task related

)\
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to at least one of the barriers considered most severe (87) and four pf
* .

the recommendations for removal of barriers.
\

Summary

Avreat amount of information is collected in a policy focus Delphi

study, and V the information is considered of interest and pertir*

to final policy information. T information was summarized in the

eight tables presented' in this. chapter. The criteria' ford sOccessfU14,

completion of vpcational technical programs were llst6dewith theinumbers 4- * 4
s. ts

of participants selecting the criterion. All of the barriers, recommen- '7

A * a

dations for removing the barriers, ratings of both the severity,of thge
47

6 4''

barrier and,of the, easibility of recommenflatiotis foi removing the bare

4 0 -,

riers and comments regarding barriers were presented_ ri a sImmar4table.
P

,a.

, .

Two tables present-ed displays of participants' ratings ofethe*leven lar-
i'tik 4.

riers rued most sever by employment xoles 'and handicapping conditions.

A crosstabOlation of arriers rated most'seAre bf 66';',, of the partici-
% *

,

pmts and tasks identified for removal of barriers was presented:

r

A comparative analysis of. ratings of feasibility of implementing recom-

mendations made by participarT with, ratings made by.consumers (handi

capped students) -resulted in the identification of only five recommenda-

tiOns -in which the two populations differed at the 0.01 Level ofssigni-'

ficance. Ratings of twenty-nine identified tasks which could be con-.

sidered for implementation or for policy forMulation werepresented to-

participants and resulting differences of opinion and altered ratin s

of tasks were presented in three separate tables.
*

L



.4

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND' RECOMMENDATIONS

'173

Thit chapter contai,6Sp a brief summary which includes,thepurPOe of
. .

the study, an overview of the research design,-and data anal rOce-.

dures. The results..of-the data are presented, including.the

tion tf twerhy-nine tasks which should be considered for policy
,

tion and implementation. Conclusions and recommendatiOns based Onl.
,

,

general outcomes of the stud, are.prewted as a final summation O

4 !!,

chapter. . .

40.

Summary

The purpose of the study; the procedures fotlowe:Capd the' ethods

utilized in analyzing. the data are summarized in'the:,foOlo g paragraRhs4
v

'Purpose

(

The purposes of this study were to id'

,.
.

, , 4,.-

jf ,thetwiers which'pro-,

hibited handicapped students from entering +Completing. vocational.teCh-
,.. ,.,

.,:: . . .

.
14..

nical programs in community colleges in'Texas, to identify t Al
,
.

,-

tasks necessary to overcome these barriers, and, based on the datasol-
.

lecterand analyzed, to make recommendations regarding ttce removal'Of

these barriers.

',Procedures
e4-

(

The principal research techniq was a.policy. foci's Delphi study,.

4

.

A.
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in which'informedljud. mehts:were solicited from experienced.speCialists t

. .,, .

1 ,,
.

Or '-eXperts".'. initial ParticApants included members of a steering com-,, 4
41tk ,4, s,

triittee;whoalSo.pro'videcynput at,yarious deciSionpoints in the study. : 4,

6.., : .i , . ,

l'he..steering'.CoMMitteenOminated fiftyLthree:additional specialisti, e
V

0
each aSSociated'inOme' manner wit=h odMmunitic011eges in Texas. These

,

0arfiCipant&inclpded-f4ind4ppe d.studOnteachers and instructors, °! ..

. : ),, ,

.
.!I

,,
, . "

teacher trainers,. a0Ministgators ;in agendes which serve the handicapped,
. r

... counselor's, adminiftr*4s in'Copmunity CO)lebes., agency consultants,

persons' engaged iq-,,,teansportatiopohehandiCapped., a member of the

4
011ege COOrOina-On0Oard,, a Clinical psyCholOgist a research psychol

.gist,'a publiksqptil administrator; a vocational adjus4ment coon-.

*
Few re e research studies wert found,in the course of a litera-

4
tdiv review. .However, as a result of contacting. each state department

of education .theApnited-States and its territories, eleVen.resear0.,

reports and eleve 'reports of related.projects were'recei'ved and re-

.yiewed.for the study. !:41citt reports were as'recentas 1977 Or 1978, ip

which indicated that research and:projects were probably responding to
A

recent ligiSlation for the #anOtapped.

The round One questionnatre.requesting identificationof barriers
,

was mailed to the, participants. In addition, seven criteria which had

been identified,, by the steering comMittee as the criteria for success-
-.

fully completing vocational : technical programs by handl,icapped students
fi

in community col eyes Were presented to the' par6cipants for their selec-
6

tiOn. Also included was a request for identifying inArmtion receding

employment oleo, handicapping condition if any, and IA participant'



. 4
). . . .. . .'4''

-..knOwledge of arid ,elationSpi..ktq bandIcapped students-. Participants
...,. -. :-...* ','.,/

.subniied.,402 barri:e111,C.h. wetCtehen combined and condensed into 198
-..':f

rrier$,- tblpe presented,WRauhd-Two. -,f. ..-':-.. 7

'''',:'- ' :,,),-;..

i

.'.%',,..;'::,.:...;,.

\*..In tnL4, ROUnd ji4k .0114ehaire. the participants were'requIsted to

rate tile
,i'., ,.. -.

N ' le sevIpOtythd,barr3ers on a scale of one through four, and
.1. ,

' Make recoMmeridAlbnOr owing the barriers rated very severe and
,. ..,, ..

175

')).:,,,Moderately

The:-NlitiVe4rOclue*Y perceht) of how the participants rated the

riers thC' S'40res were presented to the participants in Round

'Wehree. theiWerel,skedAo examine the frequency ratings of barriers,

.

marelh litl..S'Core thought was too. high or too- low, and explain

w
4f;

f.)y they:.,05A.greetl. wlp the score.

,

,Ba'rriers ands reommendations for removing those barriers were ana-

lyzgdfidgrin%,th,..se'cond part of' the study. Each participant was asked

ravithe feaMility of :implementing the recommendatiobs on a sale
. .

°Pone throol4KJive. Due to the magnitude of information, the ques-

4 - 2

`.tionnaire was divided with each part consistih.j.of approximately one

tth of tie questions. One section of the questionnaire was then ran-

dorilly..d)Stributed to each of the participants in the study at a work-
tf/ & '$

'111. shOp, or (for, participants not attending the workshop) by mail. The

0
,questionnaire was als6 distributed to consumers (handicapped vocational

technical students in community colleges) select6d by Texts Rehabilita-
I

tion Co nselors. Through Wilks' Lambda Test of Sivificance the parti-
e

, Cipa ' answers were cpmpared to the'students' answers., .

Through further synthesis- of the recommendations, twenty-nine talks
.

-, .

were'identifie
ie.

d wychimight result, in policy foration or might be,'
,

4.~. .,

. ,
Attli

4
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implemented by community colleges, agencies, or advocates fOr the handilr

capped. Ratings of desirability, feasibility and cost effectiveness of

implementing the tasks were assigned and presented to the steering com-

.mittee for their analyses. As a result of the steering committee's al-

tered ratings and comments, eight tasks were assigned revised'ratings.

Data Apalysis

All of the data collected from the thrv.rounds of the Delphi study,

including the barriers and recommendations for removing-those barriers,

the rated severity of the barrier-Si the rated feasibility of implementing

recommendations, and comments regarding the ratings were considered

findings of the study. The steering,cbmmittee established seven cri-

any one it which might constitute'successfulcompletion,of a vo-

cational technical program' by a handicapped student in a commlity col;

lege. Participants theri selected and rated the seven criteria, whith
O

Cresulted in most participants selecting more than one. 1' .91- II

Eleven barriers rated most severe by 60 participant*.were analy

4actOrding:.to thelparticipant's employment OgIe.. Participants in all

poslOons found the barriers to' be more severe-than *le handjOpped to
4:

dents!and the:persohs engaged inl.transPorting the handicapped.

. . . .

From an analYsts,of the participants' handicapping conditions (or

1 :.

.thope ,, deaf/hearing'impaired, sightjmpaired, respiratory, blind and
..
r.,

no b ndicapping Candition), it was found that 70' of'the orthopedically:

isapped participants conSjdered only onett"Aer to. tll; severe:
. ,

.

y
han

- , fi
ack of_knowledge of mh&t-students can do resoleirin.negative.atti-

f'.,.

. tudes toward the liMitations of the handtcappecrstulots:.

J ,
6
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When the participants'. responses concerning .the feasibility of im-
.

plementing rec miendations td remove barriers were compared to the handi-

capped students,responses, but five of 351, recommendations there

were no siknifican.t differences between the groups. Four of the five

differences were )1tuncl.in the section, "Barriers Within the l-landicappe0

Person, Their Families and Other AdvoCates". The students be) ievett the

recommendations were more feasible than the participants.

Twenty -pine identified tasks which Might be implemented by community

colleges, agencies or advocates for the handicapped, or be used for

policy formulation are presented inthe Conclusions section which fol-

t.

lows. The 29 tasks resulted from a content analysis and distillation of

351 recommendations which had evolved from the 198 identified barriers.

Eighteen barriers were identified by a majority (66%) of the participants

as being most severe.' Fourteen of the twenty-nintasks correlate with

these barriers.

Conclusigns

O

Sint'ellil-of.the findings 4Wined from the policy fotus Delphi
.'-=

Pounds were-considered results of the study, it is' difficult to present
,

n ® $1.

a 'detailed summary'of thl. conolusiOns. However, in addition to. the iden- I
. .

c

tifioation of the'most severe barriers which impede succes-sful completion

of vocational technical programs at the post-secondary level by handi-

capped individuals, andrecommended tasks to remove these barrirs,

sevefal; conclusions. can be drawn from the study..

, T. Seven criteria regarding the successful completion, of vo,

cational technical programs by. the handicapped" were identi-

fied by the,steeringcommittee and rated by participants.
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Each criterion, considered separately,, was believed to

indicate successful-completion of a program. The criterion

selected by 48 of the 72 participants as the most indica-

tive of successful completion 'of vocational technical pro-
.

grams was "acquisition of sufficient job skills to become

successfully'employed."

F 2. Based on the data collected, "experts" who had knowledge

of handicapped students.in post - secondary programs indi-

cated that there were numerous barriers which the handir
4

capped encounter and that these barriers are both broad

and specific in nature.

3, (After analyzing responses of participants by employment,

. it was,foundthat handicapped students and the Partici-

pants engaged in the transportation of the handicapped

considered the barriers to be Jess severe than did the

other partiCipants of the study, and the orthopedically

handicapped did not find the barriers as severe as other'

participants with' other disabilities or with no disabi-

lities identified.

. In only five instances, participants and consumers rated

the feasibility of impeMenting recommendations to re-
. v.

mourharriers.differently; therefore, thepopuLtions.
9 °

4 ,

were considered congruent.-

5. Based on the. results of the literature review and the

findingsof the
,
study, twenty-nine tasks were identified

as aSeylithing to, assist handicapped students in



entering and completing vocational technical programs

in, the community colleges in Texas. Although, some of

these tasks are currently being implemented, and poli-

cies have been formul'ated in some areas, the results of

the study inditated that there isneed to continue to

improve And increase whatever efforts exist. The iden-

tified tasks are considerede major yield of the study

and are presented in Table XII with a suggested rating'

of desirability, feasibility; and cost effectiveness for
A Yi

eachtask. The tasks are in rank order according to the

number of recommendations which were identified as those

supporting the task. .roUrteen of these 29 tasks are-to.

be considered as priority tasks and:are thus"recommenda-

tions.

Recommendations

179

4coMmendations for this study have evolved from the data collected

.1 through the Oelphi study. These recommendations are also supported.by

other research which was cited in the review of literature section 'of

this report. Additional tasks wereqecommendOpl for research and develop-
.

ment beyond those identified by participants.

Priority -Tasks to Be Implemented

An analysis ofthe identified tasks compared to barriers which were

rated as most severe was conducted. Fourteen of the.twenty-nine tasks

were found to e related to the eighteen barriers which were rated by at

1

1

.1

r



Key to ratings:

Desirability:

J

TABLE XII

FINAL RATINGS OF DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS
OF PERFORMING TASKS TO REMOVE BARRIERS

Feasibility:
1 - very desirable 1 -,definitely feasible
2 desirable 2 - possibly feasible
3 - undesirable 3 possibly unfeasible
4 - very undesirable 4 - definitely unfeasible

General Tasks to be Performed

1. Provide for improved and increased
counseling services.

2, Establish inservice programs for
the vocational technical and aca-,
demic'comMunitytollege personnel.

3. ,Secure funding to provide for pro-
grams,. services, facilities and .

equipment.

4. Provide resource persons and sup-
portservices to assist instructors
and students.

5. Planifer individual students.

. .

6. Provide special materials or pro-
grams to accommodate :handicapped.

7. Conduct public education regarding
the needs of the handicapped uti-
lizing the newsmedia. .

8. Provide,indieduallted instruct:1*ln
w1th planned scope and sequence of
curriculum and open entry/exit
points for students: e .

s00
9. ..Conduct research rn.areas of needs

assessment, emplayle ,' materials.;,

44 and equipment 1.

10. Provide Pr service. training and.
t% teacher pre ration in colleges

and universit es.
,

11. Coordinate services with employers.'
in business and industry.

A

Cost Effectiveness:
'.1 - very cost effective
2 - possibly cost effective
3 - possibly not cost effective

- definitely not cost
effective

Number" of , Rating of

Recommendations Desirability
Related to Task to Perform

Task

4E1

g'

42.

1

1

Rating of
Feasibility
to Perform
Task

ating of Cost
Effectiveness for
Performing Task

1

12. Obtain special or adapted equipment.

16

14

X12

12

5)

10 1

1

re
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Table XII - Continued

General Tasks to be Performed

'13 ImproveLcommunication and coordina-
tion of services between vocational.
technical programs and agencies.

14. Obtain legisla.ti#e support.

15. Enlist improved and increased ser-
vices from the'Texas Rehabilitation
Commission.

16. Provide for increased interaction
between handicapped and'non-handi-
capped students.

17. Develop a Centralized system of
resources.

18. Identify instructors' responsibili-
ties for handicapped students:

19. Provide special materials and
culum.

70. Develop policies to provide Programs
and assistance for the handicapped.

21. Develop administrative planning for
the handicapped. .

22. Expand and .develop programs of y ca-
tional eduCation.

23. Develop.career information for the
handicapped. .

24. 'Articdlate community college Noca-
tiooal technical prbgrams Rf instruc-
tion\ with public schools.

°25, Solicit assistance frdm the community

la* 26.:. Teach handicapped students to com-
municate problems an use-resourceso,
available.

27. Develop a method of accountability.

De'velop programs for deaf students.
a

'29. Establish advbcacy groups.

181 .

Number of
Retommendations
Related to Task

Rating Of
Deslrability
to Perfcirm
Task

Raping of
ra;ibility
to Perform
Task,

Rating-of Cost
Effectiveness for
Performing Task

10 1 0r 1

9

2

1 2

7 .4
.

- 2

6 2

1

4 2

2.- 2

4 1 1

4 2. 2

.2

1 1 1

2 4 .2

:1 2

t

a'
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tip
least 66% of the participants as being very: severe or moderately severe.

the eighteen barriers considered most severe are presented in Table,XIII.

The fourteen tasks which relate to these barriers are presented in Table

.XIV, page 184.' It is -recommended that the outeen tasks presented be
, 4

£ onsidered as priority tasks to be implemented Lsince, each is related to

One or more barriers considered most severe.

Additional Tasks

Based upon the involvement in'this study, additional tasks beyond

those identified by partic.ipantsof the study are recommended for'addi-

tional research and development:

1. Conduct a needs assessment to determine the numbers of

handicapped persons in the state who might benefit from

community college vocational techTdCal education.

Continue with, statewide and regional meetings to assist

handicapped students in successfully entering and corn-

,

pleting vocatipnaltechnical programs of'insti-uction

similar to the workshop conducted in May, 1978.

3. Implement a plan whereby agencies responsible for the

handicapped such as the Texas Education Agency, and

the Texas Rehabilitation CommisSion could coordinate

efforts and resources.



Barrier
Number

lahle XIII

BARRIERS RA11D MOSTSEVERE BY
66. OR MORI Of RISPONDENTS

8dr.rWf

183

Percent' of
Participant,.

Selecting
Barrier

30 Lock of programs to prepare post-secondary instructors to teach
the handicapped.

23 Lack of)orientation to receptive expressive language deficiencies 73..3%

and the need for specialized language instruction.

34 Lack of counseling and teaching skills needed to accommodate the
handicapped student's uniqueness.

24 Lack of generaTi,knowledge of the handicapped and handicapping 72.8%

conbitions.

71 Lack of funds to provide for special expenses such as special 71.9%

equipment.

31 Instructors inadequately trained in techniques to assist the 71.71

handicapped student to adapt standard procedures to meet his
requirements.

27 Inadequate staff preparation and orientation toward working with 71.7.

handicapped students in the area of various learning modalities.

15 Lack of knowledge of what students can.do resulting in negative 71.2°

attitudes toward the limitations of the handicapped student.

85 - Lack of realistic counseling and goal sJtfing..
.-

87 .Inadequate prevocational exploration background information and 68:4'

exposure to the world of work.

67 Lack of adaptable equipment that will facilitate teaching the
handicapped.

132 Eireloyers are unwilling to accept handicapped persons in their 67.9 %

employ due to lack of sufficient information regarding-handi-
capping conditions.

'inadequate orientation of non-handicapped students as to ohOw they 67.8%

may better understand and assist handizapped.students.

134 Buildings are inaccessible because they are not barrier free 66.71

(housing for students).

32 Lack of knowledge of and sensitivity to handiCapping conditions ,

in planning, implementing, and evaluating instruction and voca-
tional learner outcomes

SR Lack of adequate evaluation and diagnosis before making career

decisions:

, 12 Lack of skilled interpreter, for the deaf in all classes including 66..0'

vocational technical classes.
4

R2 An unwillingness on the part of the academic community at the 66.0.

Administrative and Board level to aggressively research the needs
of the handicapped in their Ostrictlow budget priority.

1
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Task
Number

Table XIV

PRIORITY TASKS TO BE IMPLEMENTED

Task

2 Estabi sh inservice programs for the vocational
techni al and academic community college per-
sonnel

10 Provide pre-At,rvice training and teacher/prepa'ra-
tiorvin. colleges and 'oriversities.

3. .Se'kure funding to provide for-Programs, services,
''-facf1ities and equipment.

.Provide for improved and increased counseling ser-
v4es.

20 _Develop policies to provide programs and assistance
handicappeA..

Provide resourc4 perSons and supportservices t
assist'instructors and students.

7 'Conduct public education regarding the capabilities
and needs of the hanaicapped utilizing the news
Media.

9 Conduct.research in areas of need assessment, em-
ployhent, materials and equipment.

11 Coordinate services with employers in business and
industry.

13 Improve communication and coordination of services
between vocational technical programs and agencies

14 Obtain legislative support

16 Provide for increased' interaction between handi-
c'apped students.

17 Develop a centralized system of resources.

23 Develop career information for the handicapped.

Related

Barriers

30, 34, 24,
31, 27, 15,
85, 32, 12

30, 28, 15,
.87, 82'

71, 67,134

48, 85, 88

30, 12

31

132

82

132

88

34

23

67

87
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TEXAS AtilM
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
COLLEGE STATION TEXAS 77134!

March 1, 1978

( ENTER FOR L AR.FR
DEVELOPMENT AITh

. OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION

Merle R. Bolton
Commissioner of Educatiiih
Kansas State Department of Education
'120 East 10th Street
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Sir:

'EXAMPLE

The Texas Education Agency and Tekas ARM University are conducting a
study to develop techniques and procedures to enable the handicapped
student to succeed in community college vocational education programs
in Texas. The primary objective of the study is to improve the
qualikty of vocational technical education for the handicapped student
in the community college in Texas by establishing the criteria for
the successful completion of the vocational technical prograll and

by identifying barriers which inhibit enrollment and/or completion
of such programs:

Although we plan to conduct an ERIC search for similar research, we
would like to obtain any information regarding research studies
which have been conducted in your state. If Assible, could you
mail us the research report, or an address of where the repOrt might

be obtained? Since this is-the first-study of this nature to be

conducted in Texas we are,very much in need of information regarding
similar studies conducted in other states. n exchange, we would
be glad to send you a cojy of our completed study upon request. -If

such research has not been conducted in your state, we would like to

have this .information" too.

Thank you very much for any help you might give us,

Sincerely,

r 1

, , /I
,,f-,._,

/ .Joan Jerni4n it-,/
Principal Investigator41

JJ/sp

11%
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APPENDIX B: STEERING COMMJTTEE SELECTION AND MEETING

4N

-Steering Committee Selection

Letter to Steering Committee

9

A Study to Develop Techniques and Procedures
to Enable the. Handicapped Student to Succeed.
in Community College,Vocational Education
Programs

Abstract

di
'Responses Regarding Criteria for Successful
Completion of Vocational,Programs

Barriers Identified by Steering Committee

'MinUtes:of Meeting

For discussion of the informatidn in Appendix B see pages 65 and 68.
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TYP52!
Persons Selected for

Steering Committee

,iandicapped students

from the vocational

technical programs

Secondary Education

Personnel

STEERING COMMITTEE SELECTION

Relationship to Vocational

Programs for Handicapped

Community. College Students

Users of services of voca-

tional programs at the

community college

Largest feeder system

which refers students

to community college

vocational programs

Community College Persons responsible for

Vocational Director(s) the administration of

or Deans programs at the local

level

.rr Steering Committee

Members

Freddie Nyland (Student)

Austin Community College

Austin, Texas

Larry Smith (Student)

San Antonio College

San Antonio, Texas

Bettye Lacy, Assistant

Superintendent

Fort Sam Houston I.S.D.

San Antonio, Texas

Rue Tillery, Vocational

Adjustment Coordinator

Fort Sam Houston I.S.D.

San Antonio, Texas

Jamieson H. B. Newell

Director, Occupational

Education and Technology

San Antonio College

'San Antonio, Texas

..poward Duhon, Assistant

w, Occupational Educa-

(ion and Technology

Lee College

Baytown, Texas

_ -

Source of Recommendation

David Burks,, Counselor

Texas Rehabilitation Commission

Austin, Texas,

Lynn Hill? Project Director

for the Handicapped

San Antonio College ,

San Antonio, Texas

Eleanor' Mikulin, Consultant

Division of Special Education

Texas Education Agency

Austin, Texas

Bettye Lacy, Assistant

Superintendent

Fort Sam Houston. I.S.D.

San Antonio, Texas

Ray Barber, Assislaft Director

Occupational Research and

Development

Division of Occupational

Education and Technology

Austin, Texas ,

Ray Barber, Assistant Director

Occupational Research and

Development

Division of Occupational

Education and Technology

Austin,. Texas



STEERING CONMITTEE SELECTION, continued

c,
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---.
Types of Relationship to Vocational Steering Committee. Source of Recommendation

Persons selected for Programs for Handicapped Members

Steering ComMittee Community College Students

Community College Persons directly respon- Paul Clayton, Chairman William L. Hindman, Dean

Vocational Program sible for the instructional Jewelry Instruction. Applied sciences Instruction

Instructors programs Occupational Education

and Technology

Paris Junior College

Paris, Texas

Paris Junior College

Paris, Texas

Troy Williamson, Placement William L. Hindman, Dean

Occupational Education and Applied Sciences Instruction

Technology Paris JuniOr College

Paris Junid College Paris, Texas

Paris, Texas

Project Directors

of Pilot Projects

Sponsored by Texas

hhabilitation

Commission

Post Secondary

Teacher Educator

Facilitators of programs

for handicapped students

in community colleges

in Texas

Teacher trainers who pro-

vide instructional tech-

niques for vocational

educators

Gilmore Williams, Instructor Bill Scott, Director

Austin Community' College Vocational Technical Education

Austin,,Texas Austin Community College

Austin, Texas

Elizabeth Fetters Project

Director for the Handi-

capped

Eastfield College

Mesquite, Texas

Sue Yoselow, Project Dir-

ector for the Handicapped

El Centro College

Dallas, Texas

Lynn Hill, Project Dir-

ector for the Handicapped

San Antonio College

San Antonio, Texas

Ron Trull, Program Specialist

College and University Programs

Texas Rehabilitation Commission

Austin, Texas

Ron Trull, Program Specialist

College and University- Programs

Texas Rehabilitation Commission

Austin, Texas

Ron Trull, Program Specialist

College and University Programs

Texas Rehabilifition Commission

Austin, Texas

Paul Lindsay Selected because of experience

Vocational Teacher Educator 'in providing instruction for

Southwest Texas St. Uniy. post-secondary vocational .edu-

San Marcos, Texas cators



STEERING COMMITTEE SELECTION, continued

jypes of Relationship to Vocational

Persons Selected for Programs for Handicapped

Steering Committee , Community College Students

Texas Education Agency State agency personnel who

Department of Special provide consultative ser-

Education Consultant vice to the state's educa-

tional factilities

Texas Education Agency Administrators of community

Department of Occupa- college vocational programs

tional Education and at the state level

Technology Consultant

College Coordinating Administrators of academic

Board Representative areas of study which are

.
sometimes part of the voca-

tional technical program

Community College

Manager of Student

Services

Administrators of Student

Services for the Handicapped

Texas Rehabilitation Users of Community College

Commission Repre- ,vocational classes or train-

sentative ing facilities for handi-

capped clients.

National Consultant. An expert who can provide

a perspective of national

efforts to provide appro-

priate education far the

handicapped

Steering Committee

Members

Source of Recommendation,

Eleanor Mikulin, Consultant Dow Partridge, Associate

Division of Special Education Commission for Special

Texas Education Agency. Education

Austin, Texas Texas Education Agency

Austin, Texas

Roland A..H. Benson

Post-Secondary Programs

Occupational Education

and Technology

Texas Education Agency

Austin, Texas

Stanton Calvert

College Coordinating Board

Division of Community and

Continuing Education

Austin, Texas

Curtis Tom Liston

Manager of Student Services

Texas State Technical Inst.

Waco, Texas

Bill Grusy, Director

Post-Secondary Programs

Occupational Education

and Technology

Texas Education Agency

Austin, Texas

David Kelley, Director

College Coordinating Board

Austin, Texas

Clay Johnson, Vice President

for Instruction

Texas State Technical Inst.

Waco, Texas

Ron' Trull, Pr'ogram Specialist Carol Whitcraft, Operations

College and University Director

Program Texas Rehabilitation Commission

Texas Rehabilitation Comm. Austin, Texas

Austin, Texas

William Henderson, Vice

President

Management Services Asso.

Austin, Texas

Bob Mallas, President

Management Services Asso.

Austin, Texas
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TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

COLLEGE STATION. TEXAS 77643

CENTER FOR CAREER
DEVELOPMENT AND
Ck CU PATIONAL PREPARATION

Ag discussed with you by telephone, the Research Coordinating. Unit,
Department of Occupational Education and Technology, Texas Educa-
tion Agency, has provided_ funds to Texas A&M University to conduct
a research study which is designed to identify techniques and pro-
cedures that enable handicapped studentS to succeed in vocational
education programs in community colleges. The research design calls
for the assistance of a steering committee composed of representa-
tives from agencies and institutions who are providingeducational
services to handicapped post-secondary students. We are pleased
that you have accepted the invitation to serve on this important
committee for this study. _The initial meeting will be held on
February 10, 1978 from 10:00 AM tb 2:00 PM at the Holiday Inn South,
Austin, Texas.

The membership of the committee will be representatives from the
followjng agencies and institutions:

Division of Special Education, Texas Education Agency
Division of Occupational Education and Technology
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
College Coordinating Board
Post-Secondary Teacher Training Institutions
Community College Vocational Directors
Community College Vocational. Instructors
Directors of Pilot Projects from Community Colleges
Secondary Education Personnel
Handicapped.Studenti in Post-Secondary Vocational Programs.

A national consultant, William H. Henderson, Vice President, Manage-
ment Services Associates, Inc., who has served as a former program

Q?10
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consultant for the National Easter Seal Society for.Crippled Children
and Adults and 'as Executive Director of they Dallas Rehabilitation
Institute will also be a member of the steering committee..

A tentative agenda is included. Please note that yodwill be rem
quested to suggest-three to five people who'are familiar with com-
munity college vocational programs who can help idenitify what
assistance handicapped students need to successfully learn vocational
skills, and who can' identify current barriers in community colleges
which keep handicapped students from enrolling in and completing
vocational programs. PleaSe bring these names with addresses and
telephone numbers to the meeting on February 10. This will enable
us to begin mailing out requests for their responses as early as
February 15.

We are looking forward to meeting with you on February 10. This
should be an eventful meeting, since it is the first effort in the
State of Tex3s to focus on the community college vocational program
for the benefit of handicapped students.

Sincer

Donald L. Clark
Project Director

1

Uban Jernigan
Principal Investigator

Travel Expenses:, Actual expenses up to che establihed state travel
allowance per diem rates ($30.00 per day; 18ct a mile) will be avail-
able for, steering committee members. Receipts are required, and the
mileage will be taken from the Texas Mileage Guide,

"Ir
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AGENDA

Sheering Committee for Study: A Study to Develop Techniques and
Prpcedures to Enable the Handicapped Student to Succeed in 'Community
College Vocational Education Programs.

I: Introduction to Study and Ovef-View
II. .Determining emphasis. of study relative to specialist-./

initiated tasks and mandated tasks
III. Selettion of respondents whawill participate it the/study

(40-50)

LC Recommendations for contacting respondents
Recommendations for improving the study

Persons Recommended as Participants of Study.

3.

J'/

er
2.

5.

M

nQ



TITLE OF PROJECT

APPLICANT ORGANIZgION,:

PROJECT DIRECTOR: .-

01Nt'IPAL INVESTIGATOR:

,

ABSTRACT

A Study. to Develop Techniques and Procedures
to Enable the Handicapped Student to Succeed
in Community College Vocational Education
Programs

TeX*. A&M'University

Donald L. Clark ,

Joan S. Jernigan.

'DURATION OF PROJECT: January 1, 1978 - September 30, 1978

PROBLEM
7

Leaders in education and" rehabilitation are becoming increasingly aware
of the importance of the community. college system in the comprehensive-
vocational training facilities for the handicapped. However, at the
present time there is 06 clearly identified compilation of techniques
and procedures which make it possible for handicappecrporsons.,to succeed
in community colleges and thus receive occupational training that enables
them to function at their full potential. The academic barriers which
exist are even more serious than the obvious problem of architectural
barriers.

OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of the proposed study is to improve the quality of
vocational technical educatiOn for the handicapped student in the community
college in Texas by establishing criteria for the successful completion
of the vocational technical program and by _/dentifying barriers (other
than architectural) Witch inhibit enrollment or completion of sua
program. State agencies would receive a report summarizing ways to re-
move these barriers, and admidistrators, counselors, and teachers, respon-
sible for the student's education, would receive a guide which would help
them improve vocational programs for handicapped students.

PROCEDURES

Critical tasks needed to accommodate handicapped students will be identified'
by utilizing the Delphi Technique and a steering committee. Three recently
enacted public laws will serve as references and for definitions of handi-
cappirfg conditions: P.L. 94-482, P.L. 93-112, and P.L. 94-142. The study
will enlist the assistance Of persons who are knowledgeable in the field
of vocational education forthe handicapped at tie community college level.

RESULTS AND BENEFITS OF THE STUDY

This study will benefit handicapped persons whO hope to complete vocational
programs at the community college level. This study will provide counselors,
vocational, technical teachers and administrators critical information on the
most sKpeySful approaches for accommodating persons with handicaps. The
results of the study will also assist community colleges in meeting the
intent of recently enacted public laws.
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INDIVIDUAL STEERIAG COMMIPFEE RESPONSES REGARDING
CRITERIA FOR SUCCESSFUL-COMPLETION OF PROGRAM OF VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION BY HANDICAPPED COMMU1I'rY COLLEGE STUDENTS

1.' Success is'being able to live a productive, self sufficient life in.
today's society. (Education in a.given skill may prepare a student
to cope better with changes in employment. A degree, as such, seems
-to be unimportant.) A degree may be - unobtainable but the skills ac-
quired by the individual will remain-the important>point.

2. Success is being economically self supporting.

3. Success is completing a program of vocational, training that will
allow the student to realistically compete in the job market with
non-disabled individuals with'similar training. This training
should be in line with the student's total needs.

4. Success is.being educated or trained enough to earn a living with
dignity. Expansion: to earn a living from an employer who hires
many people and therefore the handicapped compete. Success means
a handicapped person's training must be at least as good or better
than a non-handicapped,person's. In essence, the employer must be
satisfied that the employee is capable and can earn money for"the
employer. The worker must be satisfied with his /her work.

S. Success means completing- training in the skill(s) selected and
academics required.

6. Success means a person has completed an AA degree at a community
college program or has taken all of the courses in a program, has
secured a job and has held the job for six months.

e-

7. Success means completing training and finding and surviving in a
job.

.4Z9

8. Success means being personally satisfied.

9. SUccessfurcompletion occurs when a person determines his or her
goals have been met. Perhaps one of the greatest barriers we can
construct is for others to establish the criteria of success for
individuals who'either cannot or do not desire to pursue those
goals. I strongly believe that we should pursue the idea of self
fulfillment and avoid the emphasis on economic measurement.

10. Successful completion of a. program is an individual matter:,'not

. all individuals have the same goals (handicapped or not). It is

possible that success means being appropriately employed. Success

means the alliNty to function successfully in an economic society.
Success may possibly mean fulfilling the goals of learning a skill
or studying other areas (of knowledge).. For most students, success-
ful completion means completing the program with subsequent appro-
priate (pay, advancement, etc.) empf6yment.
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11. Succe cans that the student has reached his/her vocational goals
.to'en le him/heL,Lo live his/her life to thefullest,

12. Success means completing an individualized program of study (program
defined by the student and Profess-ional(s), the content of which
would include the vocafional/technical, academic, conceptual and
affective 'skills requisite for realistic employment for the student.

13. Successful completion of a vocational program at the post-secondary
level by a handicaPped'person takes place when that person meets
his/her goals and can proceed on whatever course he /she feels is
best. For some it may be a degree, for others a certificate,. for
others the skills.necessary for employment. A program might be suc-
cessful if the person determines that the selected vocation is not
whSt they really want, and they are able to change.

- 14. Success, is when the handicapped student masters the course require-
ments or the enti -re program curriculum (as a regularly enrolled
student).

15. A person should,be as well equipped as is individually possible to
compete successfully in the job market. Whether the`Person gets a
degree or not is unimportant. However, if the person has the ability
and t4 desi?e toga fOr a degree he or she should be encouraged to
do so just as anyone else would be.

16. Success means 1) graduating, 2) completing skill training courses,
3) securing employment in the-area for which trained, 4) selecting
appropriate field of study-in the light of external re6aTents of
jobs and 6) being personally satisfied and successful in t e field
for which the person prepared.

17. Success means being employed to the maximum potential, i.e., if
he has the ability to,make $5.00 an hour, and makes $2.50, he
not successfully employed. We cannot get into the trap of "em
Oloyment" along being the criteria for, success.

t
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BARRIERS IDE1110.1ED'BY STEERING COMMITTEE

Briers Rated Very Severe 1Barrtliers Rated Moderately Severe ---7 Barriers Rated Se'vere

Transportation: 1) on large campuses

handicapped persons need the means to

jc) from class to class, Z') because of

architectural barriers, there is a,

need to relocate classes, away from

the established lab r shop, thereby

losing the.use,of some learning aids

and, equipment.

Attitudes of people:

t) handicapped persons themselves (too

dependent, too independent, etc.)

I?) Parents, of handicapped (too protec-

ti.ve, too optimistic, unrealistic

goals for son/daughter)

'c) Agency people, such as Rehabilita-

tion Commission (too optimistic,

too pe5simistic about the abilities

of the handicapped person, bureau-

cratic limitations)

d). College staff (afraid of handicapped,

see them "different ", .too demand- C/

ing,,notkvanding enough, sym-

, pathetic)

e) EmplOyers/Industry

Instructional material's and class-

rodm design (need to adapt mater-

ial to allow use by handicapped--

this would vary with handicap).

financial barriers; lick of tr7ined

supportive staff to work' and provide

needed services to the handicapped.

Rehabilitation counselors, on-campus

coordinators'.of handicapped services

Harro4 minded career ideas: attitudes

of agehcy.people, parents, the student

himself, instructors, college counselors

Testing, such as en-

trance ari'd aptitude

tests,

Communication and coor-

dination of people end

organizations among

themselves and with

handicapped students

The instructor's teaching style is in -JThe language level of

'compatible with the student's learning! textbooks used in class

' style, i.e.:the instructor u'es lec- as well'as the language

and ,industry are set in traditional Mures, overheads and essay tests and

stereotypes of placing the handicapped the student may,J,etrn best by demon-

. in traditional vocations, i.e. deaf '.ttation and is best tested by exhi-

people,are good watchmakers. biting. skill to the instructor.

(d
Itj

level ,of instructors

and,94minati',Ons



BARRIERS, continued
V

Ir

Bodes Rated very Severe
, -

Attitudes ,

,a) Poor communication often caused

by a bad attitude

b) Attitude of the student toward

self and job

c) Attitude of institution (admini-

stration and teachers.1

d) Attitude of employers'

) Attitude of 'others'? who help

the students (counselors, state

and locil)

Need for (equipment such Ss) a tape

recorded to cover what was said in

class so that it can be reviewed

atihomeiat a slower pace.

Attitude,

Teachers lack of understanding of

the handicapped and their resis-

tance to accepting the handicapped

student in class

Attitudinal barriers of the teacher

and employer,

TBarrtirs Rated, Modera ely Severe

Facilities'--Most do lo

accommodate the handicapped

Getting information from the

places that can help a handi-

capped student'.

Teacher's levle1,0 expectations

of the studeht--infl.exibility

of curriculum

tack of knowledge of the handi-

capped and handicapping condi-

tions

Barriers Rated Severe

Occupation--some occupa-',

dons just cannot be

'performed by handicap-

ped person%

Inflexibility to time

allowed to complete the

coulle (3 hours/sem-

ester, etc.)

Inadequate equipment,

materials and supplies

and arrangements of

facilities at work and

in school

0
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BARRIERS, continued

Barriers Rated Very Severe

, -

Barriers Rated Moderately Severe Barriers Rated Severe

Attitude--i.e., the belief that a per-

k son must be able to walk,to be a disc

jockey in a radio station (Vittout

stairs)--any fantasy cn become a

reality

Lack of understanding of what it is

to be handicapped

Communication problems, deaf students:,

Problem between the teacher and inter-

preter (teacher speaks so fast that

the iiterpreter cannot catch,. up to

what the teacher is saying)

Hum barriers

a).Self concept

b) relationships with other's (parents,

teachers, employers, significant

others)

c) attitudes toward self, teachers,

employers

d) values

.Physical:-need for modification

of equipment in training situa-

tions and the need, to provide

modified equipment to potential

employers.

Lack of knowledge of individual

,curriallum design (*ructors)

Communication problems: deaf stu-

dents: difficulty in paying at,

te5lion to interpreter when the

tetier is writing on blackboard

and it iS necessary for the stu-

dent to take notes also

Conceptual barriers

a) levels of ntelligence; com-

patibility in relationship

of aspirations and.require'-

ments of various levels with-

in the occupational area of

student's choice

b) decision making,

c) problem solving

Social integratip%,-begin

early to assist the ,

learning ,process--prbvide

assistance'to obtain edu-,

cational.opportunities

(i.e., provide the best,

.person available--a col-

lege graduate if needed), .

Lack of known teaching

strategies. 4

COmuniCation prOblems,

4deaf1students: lack of

understanding--deaf stu-

dents have difficulty in

,undersfanding language

ACademic barriers,: reg-

ular curriculum may not

be appropriate

21



BARRIERS, continued j.

Barriers Rated Very Severe Barriers Rated Moderately Severe Barriers Rated Severe

Handicapped individual's initial atti-

tude toward enrolling as a student in

a course or program designed for regu-

larly enrolled students

Lack of proper evaluation and testing

4; prior to trying'to make a v6cational

training decision (for post-secondary.

placement)

/./

ti

Faculty and staff attitudes toward

accommodating and treating handi-

capped students as equal in intent,

and purpose as the regularly en-

rolled students in their courses

and programs

Unrealistic goal setting by the

student and.his/her family

The particular educational

institution's governing

board philosophy and the

community responsibility

toward the role and scope

of the community'college

or technical institution

Lack of. information as to

what types of employment

are available.
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A STAN TO DEVELOP TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES TO ENABLE THE
HANDICAPPED STUDENT TO SUCCEEDIN COMMUNITY COLLEGE

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Minutes:
Steering Committee Meeting

February 10, 1978

Members present were Roland A. H. Benson, Stanton,Calverti Howard
Duhon, Elizabeth Fetter, William Henderson, Lynn Hill, Curtis Tom

ston,,Bettye Lacy, .Paul Lindsay, Eleanor Mikulin, Jamieson H. B.

,/ Newell. Freddie Nyland, Larry Smith, 'Rue Tillery, Ron Trull, SLie

Yoselow, Donald L.Clark, and Joan Jernigan The members absent

were Paul Clayton, Gilmore Williams and Tro Williamson.

The initial meeting of .the Steering ComMittee for the study to

identify the barriers that impede the successful completion of post-

secondary vocational programs by handicapped individuals in Texas was

held February 10, 1978,, at the Holiday Inn South, Austin, Texas. The

focus of the meeting was on the definition'of "criteria for success-

ful completion of vocationaiirogramsyby handicapped students", "bar-

riers" which the handicappeantudent encounters in his/her efforts to

gain vocational skills, and the nomination of persons whom tne
steering' committee felt would be contributing, participants/respon-

dents in the study. The Project Director,, Donald L. Clark, and Prin-

cipal Investigator, Joan Jernigan, reviewed the project, the protect

objectives, and the timelines of the study.

The'discussion of the concept of criteria for successful.com-

pletion of a vocational program revealed many different perspectives

such as a person's own satisfaction in terms of his goals, the cost

effectiveness. of the vocational program of instruction, and the han-

dicapped person's ability to achieve to his potential in terms of

income earned for time and effort invested in Vocational education.

A list of the criteria for successful completion of vocational pro-,

grams is attached to these Minutes.
' 7

In the process of identifying barriers, one, contribution was

made by a member involved in assisting handicapped students at San

Antonio'College: Lynn Hill explained that the individual case

study was an excellent method of identifying and resolving barriers,

and that from the individual.case, a more general knowledge of bar- ,

riers and methods of assisting handicapped students followed.

An6tber interesting Oontribution was that whenever gains are made

in assisting the handicaPped, there has been an interface person

present on campus to help in making the gainS.

The.information contributed by the Steering Committee members

will be utili:A in designing the Round One questionnaire.of the

delphi study. The Steering Committee meeting was useful also in

causing the persons involved to become acquainted with efforts be-

ingmade on behalf of the handicapped in community college vocational

,s2



programs in Texas, and in becoming knowledgeable of the increasing
numbers of concerned persons involved. The assistance of the steering
committee will be invaluable thrdughout this study.

The following are included with' this report:

1. Individual Steering Committee Responses Regarding Criteria
for Successful Completion of Program of Vocational Education
by Handicapped Community College Students

2. Barriers Identified and Ranked by the.Steering Committee

6
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APPENDIX C: 0 ESPONDENCA NOMINATED PARTICIPANTS
r

Letter F'ebruary 18, 1978.with agreeMent form

Abstract

Letter March 11, 1978

Objectives of the Study

Steering Committee Members

Definition of Terms

Workshop Agenda

?

For discussion of the information in Appendix C see pages 68 and 69.
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TEXAS "A&M UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

COLLIGI STATION TEAS 77543

February 18, 1978

In order to more effectively meet the needs of handicapped vocational
students in the State of Texas, Texas A&M University, in cooperation
with the Texas Education Agency, Department of Vocational Technical
Education, Division of Research, is conducting a study to identify .

barriers that impede the successful completion of post-secondary vo-
cational programs by handicapped individuals' An abstract of the

b

project proposal is enclosed with this letter.

A steering committee was-identified by personnel from appropriate
agencies Within our state. At a formal meeting of the steering com-,
mittee your name was identified as a knowledgeable individual who
could assist in providing information that would be of benefit to the
study. The infOrmation gathering technique we will be using is a
Policy Delphi Technique. Delphi forecasting and group information
gathering techniques are widely used in business and industry for the
systematic development of expert opinion consensus. This methodology
involves gathering data from a small group of persons who by profes-
sional reputation have been identified as ''experts ".

.

If you agree to participate, we will send you packets of appropriate
materials further explaining the study. During the study you will
be provided with edited statements'derived from the total panel of,
respondents, and at the, time of completion of the study, you will be
provided with a copy of the results. Detailed instructions will be
included in each packet of materials. Your participation will entail
the following activities:

1. Completion of the Round One Questionnaire (mailed to you).
2. Completion of the Round Two Questionnaire (mailed to you).

, 3. Attendance at a two day statewide workshop((travel and per
diem paid at the rate of 18t per mile and 530.00per day) on
May 4 and 5, 1978 in Austin or San Antonio.

4. Completion of the Round Three Questionnaire at the workshop.

The value of the study will,depend to a great extent on the partici-
pation of the invidivals nominated by the steering committee - you -
and on 100 percent of the questionnaires (called "Rounds") being re-
turned. We would like each person who agrees to assist us to do so
in terms of total participation for all three rounds of the Delphic
exercise. v,e, completion of each of the three questionnaires should
take no lon r than 45 minutes to an hour. One of these responses.
will be requested at the time of a statewide workshop in May. The

time schedule given below will help you to determine the planned
dates for each mail-out and requested dates for return. .

215
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. Mailed to Returned by
Respondents Respondents

Requests for agreement FebruarY18 February
. ,

to participate'
. ,

Round One March 15 March 28

Round Two

Round Three

April 3 April 17

Distributed and collected at
.workshop

Final Report Mailed September, 1.978

The workshop will serve two purposes - receiving and sharing informa-
tion regarding vocational programs for handicapped students in cOM-

munity colleges. The workshop will provide an opportunity for the
participants to receive information from experts in the field which

will assist them-in becoming more effective. The research project
will be gaining information from participarA as they complete
three rounds of the Delphic study, The workshop will consist of a

day and a half of 1) presentations by consultants from California,
Minnesota and Texas, 2)-discussions of vocational programs at the
postsecondary level for the handicapped, and 3) reports from state
agencies involved in, assisting handicapped students to gain voca-

tional skills.

Your qualifi1cations were the basis for your selection and we hope you

can be a park of this study. This investigation should,provide some

of the very best thinking available regarding vocational training:for
the disabled. The experience is reported to be highly stimulating
and interesting bY others who have participated in such studies.

Please complete the enclosed form indicating whether you can or can-
not participate in b9th the Delphi study and statewide workshop.
Call Joan Jernigan at (713) 845-6816 if you have any questions con-,
cerning the study or your participation in it. Your-keturn of the

agreement form by March 30 would be greatly appreciated: A stamped,

self-addressed envelope is provided. We are looking forward to your

involvement with this research.

Sincerely,

Donald Clark, Joar; Jernigan

Project Director Principal Investigator

I )
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AGREEMENT FORM

Date

217

: I am able to' participate in the study on the Development
of Techniques and Procedures to Enable the Handicapped
Student to Succeed in Community Vocational Education

.programg.

I do not feel that I will be able ta participate in the
study.

Name
. 7*

Positi9n

Institution or Agency

. dress

Telephone: Office Home

(Return of.this form by March 10 will be greatly appreciated)
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TITLE OF PROJECT

APPLICANT ORGANIZATION:

PROJECT DIRECTOR:

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:

DURATION OF PROJECT:'

ABSTRACT

A.Study to Develop Techniques and Procedures
to'Enable the Handicapped Student to Succeed
in Community College Vocational Education
,programs

Texaf A&M University.

Donald L. Clark

Joan S. Jernigan

January 1, 1978 - September 30,1978

PROBLEM

Leaders in education and rehabilitation are becoming increasingly aware
of ft Importance of the communifY college system in-the comprehensive
yocafTbnal training facilities for the handicapped. However, at the
present time there is no clearly identified compilation of techniqusk
and procedures which make it possible for handicapped persons to succeed
in community colleges and thus receive occupational training that enables
them to function at their full potential. The academic barriers which
exist are even more serious than the obvious problem of architectural
barriers.

OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of the proposed study is to improve the quality of
vocational technical education for the handicapped student in the community
college in Texas-by establishing criteriA for the successful completion
of the vocational technical program and'by identifying barriers (other

a7
than architectural) which inhibit enroll nt or. completion of such a
program. State agencies would receive report summarizing ways.to re-
move these barriers,-and administrators, counselors, and teachers, respon-
sible-for the student's education, would receive a guide which would help
them improve vocational programs for handicapped students.

01:

PROCEDURES

Critical tasks needed to accommodate'handicapped students Will be identified
by utilizing the Delphi Technique and a Steering committee. Thyee recently
enacted public laws will serve as references and for definitions of handi-
capping conditions: P.L. 94-482, P.L. 93-112, and P.L. 94-142. The study
will enlist the assistance of pe-rsons who are knowledgeable in the field
of vocational education for the handicapped at the community college level:

RESULTS AND BENEFITS OF THE STUDY

This study will benefit handicapped persons who hope to complete vocational
programs at the community college level.' This study will provide counselors.
yo(Ational technical teachers and admibistrators critical information on the
iiost -.1ictessful approaches for accomodating persons with handicaps. The

rw.ults of the study will also assist community collects in meeting the
.intent of recently enacted public laws.



TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

CENTER FOR CAREER
DEVELOPMENT AND
OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION

COLLEGE STATION, AAAAA 77043

March 11, 1978

Thank you very much for proMptly responding to our letter soliciting your

participation on the study of barriers that handicapped students encounter

in Texas' Community Colleges, and more particularly, the barriers they

encounter in their vocational classes.

You will be receiving the first questionnaire soon. Also, we have almost

completed plans for a workshop on May 4 and 5. Project finances willipay

for"travel, food, and lodging at this workshop. We look forward to meeting

you.

So that you may become more familiar with the project, we are including the

objectives, the names of the steering committee, definitions of terms, and

a-tentative agenda for the statewide workshop: A finalized program will be

mailed to you by March 30 and at that time we will need information for

making,reservations for you.

Again, we appreciate your willingness to assist with this study. With

your support it can help those who encounter barriers for handicapped

students at community colleges.

Sincerely,

an Jernigan/
rinclpal Investigato

cc: Donald L.'Clark
Project Director

enclosures/
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OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

\\N- Objective Identify criteria for successful completion of
vocational technical programs by handicapped students
at community colleges. in Texas, and as a result,
identify services or programs to remove barriers for
vocational students with handicapping conditions.

Objective'2: Identify specific barriers (other than architectural
within the school setting) which exist in community
colleges in Texas in,vocational technical programs
which would inhibit enrollment Or completion of the
vocational technical program by the handicapped student.

ObjeFtive 3: Identfystrategies for implementing findings of the
Delphic study in tomgunity colleges in vocational tech-
nical programs.

`Objective 4: Develop a report for state agencies summarizing criteria
for successful completion of vocational, technical pro-
grams at the community colleges in Texas, and recommend
services or programs which would remove barriers for
vocational students at the community college-level.

Objective 5: Develop a guide which can be utilized by administrators,
counselors and teachers

I
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STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Roland A. H. Benson Lynn Hill
Post-Secondary Programs Project' Director for the
Occupational Education and Technology Handicapped
Texas Education Agency
Austin, Texas 778701 .

512 -475 3583 .

Stanton Calvert
College Coordinating Board
Division of Community and
Continuing Education
P. O. Box 12788
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711
512-475-3413

Paul Clayton, Chairman
Jewelry Instruction

San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San,Antonio, Texas 78284
512 734-7311

Bettye Lacy, Asst. Supt.
Fort San Houston I.S.D.
1900 Winans Road
San Antonio, Texas 78218
512-824-7539

Paul Lindsay
Vocational Teacher Educator
Southwest Texas State University
San Marcos, Texas

Occupational Education and Technology 512-2 45-2338
Paris Junibr College
Paris, Texas 75460
214-785-7661

Howard Duhon
Assistant Dean
Occupational Education and Technology
Lee College
Baytown, Texas 77520
713-427-5611

Elizabeth Fetter
Director of Project for the
Handicapped ,

Eastfield College
3737 Motley Drive
Mesquite, Texas 75150
214-746-3297

William Henderson, Vice President
Management Seryices Associates
P. O. Box 3750
Austin, Texas 78764
512-327:2680

Curtis Tom Liston
Manager of Student Services >

Texas State Technical Institute
Waco, Texas
817-,799-3611

Eleanor Mikulin
Chief Consultant
Department of Special Education
Texas Education Agency
Austin,.Texas 78701
'512-475-3507

Jamison H. B. Newell
Director, Occupational Education
and Technology
San.Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antqnio, Texas 78284
512-734e7311

Freddie Nyland, Student
Austin Community College
2100 6enwick Circle
Austin, Texas 78723
512-926-8615
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STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS (con't.)

Larry)Smith, Student
% Lynn. Hill

San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas 78284
512-734-7311

Rue'Tillery
Vocational Adjustment Coordinator
Fort Sam Houston I.S.D,
1900 Winans Road
San Antonio, Texas 78218
512-824-7539

Ron Trull
Program Director
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
118 East River ,side

Austin, Texag 78723
512-447-OM

Gilmore Williams, Instructo
Austin Commuility College
3606 Carla Drive
AuStin, Texas 78754
512-926-0323

Troy Williamson, Placement
Occupational Education and Technology
Paris ,Junior College
Paris; Texas 75460
214-785-7661

Sue Yoselow .

Project Director fa. the Handicapped
El Centro College
Main and Lamar ,

Dallas,'Texas 75202 .k

214-746-2377
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DEFINITIONXOF T

7:! )

Barrier: any obstacle which prevents access or produces separation
(The Compact Edition of the Oxford Engl. h Dictionary, 1971).

Delphic Exercise: eliciting and refining yroup judgments by drawing
upon experts' opinions.' Defined by Turoff (1970) as a "method for the
systematic solicitatiori and collation of informed judgments on a parti-
cular topic".

Expert: anyone with unique knowledge who can constructively contribute
relevant inputs, an experienced specialist (Erlund, 1975); 6-

Handicapped student: for the purpose of this research the definition
of handicapped will interlude definitions from two recent Public Laws,
P.L 94-142 and P.L. 94-112, Section 504. The Extension and Revision
of the Vocational Act of 1973 (Federal Register, Volume 42, No. 191,
October 3, 1977) refersto the definition of P.L. 94-142 (Federal
Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, Part II, August z.23, 1977) ,

121a,5 Handicapped children.
(a)s used in this part, the term "handicapped children" means
those children evaluated in accordance with 121a.530.12a.534 as
being mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired,
visually handicapped, seriously emqtionally. disturbed, ortho-
pedically impaired, other health impaired, deaf-blind, multi-
handicapped, or,as having specific learning disabilities, who
because of those impairments need Special education and related
services.

The definition of the handicapped found in P.L. 94-112, Section. 504 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 86,
May 4, 1977) appears to be more appropriate for the purpose of defining
'the handicapped student in post-secondary educdtion.

Appendix Analysis of Final Regulation: Subpart A--General
Provisions. Definitions: 3. "Handicapped persons." Section
84.3(j)'. . . The 'definition of handicapped person'in paragraph
(j)( conforms to the statutory definition of handicapped
perso that is applicable to section 504, as set forth in
section 111 (a) of the RehabilitatiOn Act Amendments of'1974,
Pub., L. 93-516.

. The first of the three part of the statutory and regulatory
definition includes any perso who has a physical or mental
impairment that substantially limits one or more major life

. activities. Paragraph (j)(2)(i) further defines physical or
mental impairments because of the difficulty of ensuring the
comprehensiveness ofony such list. The term includes, however,

f
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(
diseas*and,conditions as orthopedic4fisual,

speech and hearing impairments, cerebral palsy, epilepsy,

puscular'dystrophy, multiple sclerosis,. cancer, heart disease,
diabetes; mental retardation, emotional illness; and dru6
addiction and alcoholism.

Since both definitions of the handicapped are legallyapplicable; both
Will be included to define the handicapped student at the post-secon&
ary level.

Likert Rating Scale Survey: a series of statements to which the
examinee responds by indicating the extent to which he agrees. dr
Osagrees with each (Noll an Scannell, 1972). In this study the.
Likert Rating Scale will inOude five ratings.

Participants: each member of the4tOring committee will select
three persons and two alternatesoThOtomeiliarticipants, who will

react to the questions presented,:wWbomp1ete the rounds of the
Delphic` exercise.

Steering.Commi-ttee: a committee of approximately fifteen persons
who are responsible for acting in an advisory apa y to the research

,project. This committee is also known as a user ody, and expect
.some sort of product from the exercise whi h is useful to their
purpose.(Turoff, 1970), They are responsi le for selection of the
participaras, and will become a part of th participant group, i.e.,
they will react to the major questions, c plete'the priorUy assess-
ments and submit a ration r any v ations .from the mode of
responses.



WORKSHOP: DESIGNING PROGRAMS FOR THE HANDICAPPED IN VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION AT COMMUNITY COLLEGES IN TEXAS

Objectives:

1. To identify successful
programs which have
assisted.tiandicapped

students to complete
post-secondary vocational
education

To prioritize solutions to
barrier removal. (Solu-
tions to barriers will have
been identified.in a pre-

.vious round of the Delphi
study.),

S. To identify training needs
of handicapped persons '":7,

specific to hi4ndicapping
condition (s6e Kandicapping
condition)

4. To identify the components
for design of a p-rogram at

the community college level

Consftl tants :

225

Activities

Persons rep esenting exemplary
programs s rving handicapped
students i vocational classes
at the post- level will
be invited to serve consul-
tants.

Participants will assign pr
ities,to solutions which have
been selected to remove or
circumvent barriers.

ConsulOnt will discuss train-
ing needs of handicapped persons.
Additional information will be
AuRlicated for participants.

Consultants will discuss speci-
fic components fdr Programs for
the handicapped at the community
college level.

Three consultatns have been selected because of their extensive
work with handitapped students and adults. Brief summaries of their
backgrounds are included here. These consultants have been contacted
and have agreed to help with the project.

Barbara Sullivan Specialist in Academic Affairs4ffice of the
Chancellor, California Community Colleges. Directs the Enabler
Program in California Community Colleges. Enablers are.employed
for the purpose of assisting handicapped persons on these campuses.

Tom Sawyer Director, Special Students. Program. 'Hennipin School
District 284, Minneapolis, Minn., Post-Secondary Programs, Voca-
tional Education. Assists in placing handicapped students in
post-secondary vocational classes which are taught by utilizing
criterion referenced materials.

William Henderson' Vice President of Management Services Associ-
.ate5. (Physically handicapped from residuals of poliomyelitis).
Formerly'Program Consultant for the National Easter"Seal Society..
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APPENDIX D: ROUND ONE DELPHI STUDY

Letter March 31, 1978

Round One

Request for Pdrsonal InformatiOb

For discussion of the information in Appendix D see page 69.
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TEXAS A/tiM UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

COLLEGE 3,7AT ION 'ERAS 77843

March 31, 1978

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in the research project
entitled A Study of Ba-riers Encountered by Handicapped Students Which
Impede Successful CumpletiorofWcational Technical Programs.

You, as a.respondent, ire being requestec to complete three rounds of the
Delphi questionnaires. "Information obtained will be summarized,in.a report
which 01.1 be presented to the Department of Occupational ,Technology, Texas
Education Agency. along with recomMendatfOnsofor removal of barriers whith
impede the successful uompletion of vocational programs by handicapped
students. Respondents will also receive a copy of the summarized report.

The enclosed first round of this research seady is a request for the iden-
tification of barrfers which impede the successful completion of vocational
programs in community colleges by hand- icapped students.

Barrier locations are.found in three broad areas, barriers. within society,
barriers within the helping system and barriers within the handicapped
person, his family and other advocates. Barrier types found in these lo-
cations are nume,,us, some ofthe tolling will serve as examples:

Barriers within. Society

44ade 1uate expectations on the part of society

Inadequate support systems such as therapy groups to
encourage attendance in school

Barriers within t"e Helpinl System

Lack of cquipment. to provide.adaptations to learning, i.e.,'
tools designed or adapted for a cerebral palsy student

A

Examinations which are sensorily oriented (oral exams which the
deaf could not participate in), timed examinations which pro-
hibit adequate answers from a student with a learning disability
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Barriers within Handicapped Persons, Their Famine; and Other Advocates',

Personal feelings or inadequate self-worth

.

Internal orientation and lack of a desire to be among other people

Inadequate knowledge of life skills to successfully perform
in vocational training programs.

In order that the identified barriers may be processed to prepare for Round
Two of the study, you are asked to return your response by April 10 in the
envelope provided.

Donald L. Clark
Project Director

O

Joan Jerni
Principal Investigator
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A STUDY OF BARRIERS ENCOUNTERED BY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WHICH

IMPEDE SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL. PROGRAMS

Delphi Study: Round One

Please check the criteria which you feel .constitutes successful
completion ofvocational technical programs by handicapped students
in community colleges.

Check one or more:

Completion of an associate
, degree

Eil Certificatiop in the tech-
nical area for which the
student is trained

A Acquisition of sufficient
job skills to become suc-
cessfully employed

Acquisition of skills to
live a productive self-
sufficient life

Ei Acquisition of>sufficient skills
to compete in the world of wok
with non-disabled individuals '

with similar training

Sufficient acquisition of skills
to meet personal, individual-goals

Successful employment to the
maximum potential of the per-
son's earning power

Other (Specify)

4,
2. Please list types of barriers which you feel prohibit handicapped students

from successfully completing vocational programs in the ity college.
List as many a you like; however, please list a three. Check
the physical -or mental impairments affected by the barn

Examples of barriers'are as follows:

Barrier

Adequate knowledge of life
skills to successfully perform
in vocation'al training programs.

-1,""C" .. c0 4.)
cl. ..... "0 0 4..., q.,

( k ".., 0 ljb
....".. y "...4 ', Q ^..

cb

-11 C'b
. 4 ...:b O'4?!.? 4-4? as (i 4P-`"001..Q,..Q.c. ',..,..zi00 0 0 'Ps 0 cz, J *-, cz, 4-, cz, 0 *, C s. 1,C 0 0 i 0

4- "I (7., 1,4...^ ,..) ''", C 1, 0 C 0 trCC'

x x x x x xx x x x x[ x

Communications problems: Diffi-

culty in paying attention to an
interpreter, taking notes and
watching the teacher write on
the board all at-the same time.

Begin on Next Page

x x

*Handicapping conditions listed in Section 504, Rehabilitation Act, Federal
Register, Vol. 42, No. 86 -- Wednesday, May 4, 1977

01`7
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PERSONAL INFORMATION

NAME

ADDRESS

dOe

ORGANIZATION YOU REPRESENT.

Please answer the following questions pertaining to your association or

responsibility for the education of handicapped community college students.

What is your association With handicapped community college students?

Handicapped student (self) 4' .

Teacher/Instructor Subject taught

Teacher-trainer 'Explain

C] Employed by an agency which serves the handicapped

Specify the agency

Other Explain

The following questions pertain to your knowledge of handicapping

conditions.

1. Do you have d handicapping Condition? Yes No (Circle one)

Please explain

2. Do you work directly with handicapped students at present?

Yes No (Circle one)

4:,Are you responsible for educational planning for thehandicapped?

4. `Are';00
4:4.

5: ,about A

ponsible for providing other services to handicapped

s No (Circle one) Please specify

of handicapping conditions are you most knowledge-

._. , 41,0,.....:,..5,4,
'''''''''

;Please l '
tii: 00,, oan Jernigan

, ..Interdisciplinary Education

i,,!..?,i t4. College of Education

Y .10-1,./ Texas A&M University

,'"/

,

: College Station, Texas 77843

4
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APPENDIX E: STEERING COMMITTEE AND PARTICIPANTS

For discussion of the information in Appendix E see page 70.



STEERING COMMITTEE AND PARTICIPANTS

Dr. Roland A. H. Benson (54)*
Post-Secondary Programs
Occupational Education
and Technology ,

Texas Education Agency
Austin, Texas 78701

A. J. Bob Blaze (64)
Executive Director '

Goodwill Rehabilitation Service
P2-0. Box '21340
San Antonio, Texas 78221 ,

Ted Boaz, Dean (65)
Technical/Vocational Education
and Special Programs
Del Mar College
Corpus Christi, Texas 78404

Larry Bonner, Coordinator (36)
Services for Handicapped Students
Richland College
12800 Abrams Road
Dallas, Texas 75243

Dana Bradford (32)
Assistant Supervisor
Handi-Lift Goodwill
Rehabilitation Services°
!I. O. Box 21340
San Antonio, Texas 78221

Lester Burks, Dean (66) ---
Technical/Vocational Education
North Harris County College
2700,W. W. Thorne Drive
Houston, Texas 77073

Dr. Stanton Calvert.(23)*
College Coordinating Board
Divisibn of Community, and

/ Continuing Education
P.-0. Box 12788 Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

,Howard Childs (16)
Program Chairman Pre-Tech
TSTI - Connally Campus
Waco, Texas 76705
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Dr. Donald L. Clark, Dean (17)
Occupational/Technical Education
iouston Community College
4310 Dunlavy
Houston, Texas 77006

Paul Clayton, Chairman (22)*
Jewelry Instruction
'Occupational Education and
Technology
Paris Junior College
Paris, Texas 75460

Dr. Billye Coker (3)
Counseling Psychologist
Veterans Administration
1400 N. Valley Hills Dr..
Waco, Texas 76710

Margaret Costantino (27)
Guidance Associate
San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas 78284

1

Elizabeth Culbertson (28)
Chairperson, Child-Development
Department
San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas 78284

Dean Cunningham (2)
Assistant Director of Deaf
Education
Texas Education Agency
201 E. 11th
Austin, Texas 78701

Gary Allan Curtis (67)
Director of Services for the Deaf
Texas Education Agency
201 E. 11th
Austen, Texas 78701

Jerome Duderstadt, C.R.C. (43)
Counselor
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas 78284
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Dr. Howard Duhon (4)*
Occupational Education
Lee College.
Box 818
Baytown; Texas 77520

Larry Evans, Teacher (62)
Sam Houston High School
San Antonio Regional
Programs for the Deaf
4551 Dietrich Rd.
San Antonio, Texas 78219

Elizabeth Fetter, DirectOr ,(6)*
Project for the Handicapped
Eastfield College
3737 Motley Drive
Mesquite, Texas 75150

Jim Forcher (11)
Program Chairman
Dental Technology
TSTI - Connally Campus
Waco, Texas 76705

Pats Fulton (45)
Busi s /Social Science Chairperson
Cedar Valley College
3030 N.'Dallas Ave.
Lancaster, Texas 751,34

Jose Garcia, Chi Consultant (24)
Division of Spec'al Education
Texas Educatio64 Agency
201 E. 11th
Austin, Tex4s 78701'

William Henderson (59)*
2801, Saratoga Lane
Austin, Texas 78746

Thomas Hendi,x, Instructor (34)
-an Antonio College
1300 San Pedro .

San Antonio, Texas 78284

Lynn Hill (10)*
Project Director for the
Handicapped
San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas

4 r

Al Holden (12)
Division Chairperson
Houston Community College
1205 Holman Ave.
Houston, Texas

Kenneth R. Honeycutt (51)
Assistant Director
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
118 E. Riverside, Suite 163
Austin, Texas 78704

Jim Horten, CoOrdinator (31)
T.A.P.S. Program
Epilepsy Foundation of America
017 N. Main, Suite 337
San Antonio, Texas

Truman Isbell, I tructor (33)
Drafting and Des n

TSTI Connally Campus
Waco, TexaS 76705

Sue James (7)
Education Coordinator
Dallas County Rape Crisis Center
4434 W. Northwest Hwy
Dallas, Texas 74220

Larry Jeffus (60)
Welding Instructor
Eastfield College
3737 Motley Drive
Mesquite, Texas. 75150

Janie Fox Jones (50)
Chief Consultant, Division of Ser-
vices for the Visually Handicapped
Texas'Educat'on Agency
201 E.
Austin.. Texas 78701

Harold Kohl an (61)
Associate rafessor
San AntonioCollege
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas 78284

Dr. Bettye Lacy, Asst. Supt. (41)*
For Sam Houston I.S.D.
1900 Winans
San Antonio, Texas 78218.

.1.



Paul Lindsay (1)*
Vocational Teacher Educator'
SWTSU
San'Marcos, Texas .78666

Curtis T. Liston (53)*"
TSTI - Connally Campus
Waco:. Texas 76705

Denise McDonald (55)
P. O. Box 2165
Austin, Texas 78768

Melinda McKee, Coordinator (18)
Deaf Student Services
TSTI - Connally Campus
Waco, Texas 76705

Dr. Jan McLaurin (21)
Senior Research_ Psychologist
Southwest Research Institute
P. O. 'Drawer 28510
San Antonio, Texas 28510

Eleanor Mikulin (29)*
Chief Consultant, Department of
Special Education
Texas Education Agency
Austin, Tex4s.---78701

Walter Musler (40)
Program Director, Piano Tuning
San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas' 78284

Jack Nash (25)
!-

Senior Counselor 17-4
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
429 Bayou Road
la Marque, Texas 77568

Jamieson H. B. Newell (49)*
Director, Occupational EducatiOn
and Technology
San Antonio College
01300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas '78284
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_Freddie Nyland, Student (15)*
Austin Community College
2100 Benwick Circle
Austin, Texas 78723

. Ursula Palmer t37)
Program Coordinator fr.

Eastfield College
3737 Motley
Mesquite, Texas' 75150

Carroll.13. Parker, Consultant (52)
Division of Post-Secondary
Programs
Texas Education Agency
201 E. 11th
Austin, Texas 78701

David Pevehouse (44)
General 'Manager
Rolling Plains Campus TSTI

Rr!te 3
Sweetwater, Texas 79556

Char,es Raeke (72)
State Commission for the Blind
P O. Box,12866.
Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

,Ken Ragle, Program Chairman (26)
TSTI - Meat Processing AO

Building 26-2, Connally Campus
Waco, Texas 76705

D. F. Rios (20)
Vice President and Dean
texas Southmost College
Brownsville, Texas

Carl Roberts (58)
Executive Director, Texas
Commission for the Ce-f
P. 0. Bbx 12904, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Jesus J. Rubio, Jr., (46)
Associate Dean, Vocational/
Technical Programs -

,College of the Mainland
8001 Palmer Hwy
Texas City, Texas 77590
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Linda'Seeman (30)
Rehabilitation Counseling
El Centro.College'
2780 Hollandale
Farmers Branch, Texas 75234

Joyce Shoop, Instructor (35)
H. D. Classes for Tex. Rehab.
'Clients

El Centro College
Main at Lamar
Dallas, Texas :75238

Joellen Simmons, Consultant (8)
Instruction and Related Services
Texas Education Agency
201 E. 11th

Austin, Texas 78704

Larry Smith, Student (56)
o Lynn Hill
San Antonio College
1300 Sah Pedro
San,Antonio, Texas 78284

Dr. Milton Smith (14)
Professor and Director
Junior College'Education
SWTSU
San Marcos, Texas 78666

Alvin Stehling, Chairman (63)
Data Processing
San Antonio College
.1300 San Pedro.
San Antonio, Texas 78284

Thomas Taylor, Instructor (19)
"'San Antonio College
1300 San Pedro
San Antonio, Texas 78284

Qa,ijd D. Thomas, Ph. D. (69)

President
..TransPortation Management Assoc.
2 Arthur Dr.
FtMoi7th, Texas 76134

Nellie Carr Thorogood (38)
Program Area Chairperson
Occupational Education-
Department of Curriculum and
Instruction
Collegeof Education
University of Houston
Houston, Texas 77004

Rue Tillery (6)*
Vocational Adjustment Ctordinator
Fort Sam Houston I.S.D.
1900 Winans Road
San Antbnio, Texas, 78218

Becky Topletz (39)
Student Consultant
Eastfield College
3737 Motley
Mesquite; Texas 75150

Rob Trull, Program Director (5)*
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
118 E. Riverside
Austin, Texas 78723

Lee Waller (42)
Chairman, Welding Department
Austin Community College
P. O. Box 2165
Austin, Texas . 78768

Georgia Weathers, ChairMan
Technical Office Training Program
TSTI Mid-Continent Campus
P. O. Box 11055
Amarillo, Texas 79111

Ralph White.oProgram Specialist (9)
Hearing Impaired. Program
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
118 E. Riverside
Austin. Texas 78704

,

J. B. Whiteley, President (57)
Houston Communi y ollege System
22 Waugh ,''

'Houston, Texiv; 77007

.1*



Gilmore Williams, Instructor.(70)*-
Austin Community College
3606 Carla
ustin, Texas 78754 .

Trpy Wil ..mson, Placement'(48)*
OcIupationa Education and
Technology

,....-'

,

Paris Junior Co 4 e0e r -

Paris, Texas 75,,0
\

Ken Willis,.Dean (71),
Continuing Education
McLennan Community College
1400 College Dri0e
Waco, Texas 76708

Sue Yoselow (13)*
Project Director for the
Handicapped
Engineering Extension Service
Texas A&M University
College Station, exa 77843

Steering Committee Members

) Number assigned to Participants

..

4

"b.



k

iSi

a

APPtNDIX F: ROUND TWO DEEPHI STUDY

Letter -.April 20, 1978
4

Questionnaire

For, discussion of the information in Appendix'F see page 72.
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A&M tiiiNIVERSITY
COLLEGt OF ED&AlIPON

Lokitt 61Ais;;i. OXA.1.11776113

Aprtii20, 1978

Thank you for your participation in the first round of this research,
however, if we Oid not get Your response, we would still like for you to
respond to this4'second round. 'The, second round consists of all of the
barriers that the participants across the state recognize as impeding the
successful completion of vocational programs by handicapped students in'
community ciPleges. The barriers have now been grouped under three geh-
eral classifications: 1) barriers within the handicapped person, their
families and other advocates, 2) barriers in the helping system, and 3)
barriers wit-bin society. Some of the barriers submitted have been re-
worded or combined with barriers which seemed similar, so because of this,
some of the statements may not have the same Meaning that you intended.
If you think your idea has -been ,misinterpreted, please write the bar.
rier so that.the meaning is clear.'

,

It is imperatiV that this data be returned immediately so that we
can use the infdrmation to make up 'the third round of the Delphi ques-
tionnaire on April 28 in time for the workshop on May4 and 5. Instruc-

, Lions for, the completion of the questionnaire are at the begkining of
the instrument.

We are looking fohward to having you participate with us i,(1 Austin
at the workshop on May 4 and 5. ih noted ili.ithe letter of invitation,
we will be able to reimbursOyq; i...:travel and per diem.

11 i ://'

Thank you very much for yoilf-T,'isistance in the com etiIfl 4 o thisthi1P1Pf

questionnaire.
.i!

Sincerely,

, .,/
Donald L. Clark
Project Director

fs

Joan Jernigan /
Principal investigator

:§
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A STUDY OF BARRIERS ENCOUNTERED BY'HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WHICH IMPEDE SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION

OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL PROGRAMS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Instructions: Please read each barrier carefully and rate it according to it's Severity. The scale used is as

follows: Severity - How severe is the barrier in impeding the progress of the handicapped voca-

tional student in community college?
I u

1 -7 Vtry severe 2 Moderately severe 3 -- Slightly severe Not severe ..-

For,f,.each of the bartiers that you rate "I -- very severe, and 2.-- moderately severe",

please give a recommendation,for the removal of the barrier.

Example: Barrier

Lack of equipment to

provide adaptations to

learning, i.e., toolg

designed or adapted for

a cerebral palsy student.

Severity of Barrier Recommendation for removal

1 ® 3 4 Obtain legislative sup -.

port to increase funding

to purchase any equipment

/necessary regardless of,

cost. .

BARR1ERS WITHIN THE HELPING SYSTEM Severity Of Barriers

1. A general lack of knowledge in the aca-

demic Community of Section 504 of the

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (25)

2. Social Security Disability Insurance

legfslation which inhibits initiative

to prepare for employment (18)

Planning and Preparation

3.. Inadequate planning on the part of the

administrative,staff for individual

student needs df the handicapped such

as students with language barriers

(30)(3j)

Very

severe

1

2

2

3'

3

Not

severe

4

4

4

Recommendation for Removal



4 General lack of communication between.

helping agencies and the training

institution (25)

Too few certified rehabilltation

counselors on campuses'of the train-

ing institution .

6, Lack of 'organizational structures,

.
which insure meaningful interaction

between handicapped and qondisabled

students (14)(26)(24)

7. Poor planning And organization which 1 4

results in social. barriers, i.e., in-

ability to participate in concerts,

hear speakers,' or attend films (45)(58)

8. Lack of planning for required activities 1 2 3 4

which are difficult for handicappedstu-

.
dents such as registratith .(51)(49)

,Personnel: Support Services .

Very Not

severe severe

1 2 3 4

4

3 4

9.' Inadequate availability of readers,

4

1 2 3 4

interpreters, tutors and counselors

for handicapped students (6)(21)(8)(27)

10. Lack of funds for-support services and 1 Zo 3 4

staff (i.e., wheelchairs, pushers,

attendants, note:takers, interpreters,

tutors, etc) -(5)(33)(55)(45)

11. Lack of initial and ongoing mobility 1 .2 3 4

ientation 137)

12. ac of skilled interpreters for the

deaf in all classes ipcludinq voca-

tional technical clasSes (9)(18)

(56)(37)(60)(16)

2 k3 4

I

4

Recommendations for Removal



13. Lack of available qualified,,tutorial,

and remedial assistance for people

who cannot cope witrregular group

and classroom procedures (16)(9)(58)

14. Lack of,persons to work with the handi-

capped to give,additional training when

needed by orivate ',usiness as it relates

to specific job needs (8)

kttitudes of Community College Personnel

15. Lack of knowledge of what students Can

du resulting in negative attitudes to-

ward the limitations.of the handicapped

students (53)(41)

16. Lack o4 knowledge and experience on the

part oT educators that would make them

unwilling to hold students to the same

standards of performance of non-handi-

capped students (example: deaf stu-

dents) (9)(5)(50)(48)

17, Inability on the part of the instructor

to empathize instead of sympathsize (18)

18.. Lack of self-confidence on the part of

teachers to teach handicapped students (34)

19. Lack of understanding and acceptance,

and/or indifference toward the special

,needs of the handicapped on the part of

administrators, faculty and staff (14)

(33)(11)(7)(16)(51)(39)

20. Negative attitudes of adm,/ trators and

instructors whiih participation

of handicapped students in college pro -

grams (29)'30)(4)(43)(44)

Very Not

severe severe

1 2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

1

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2.3 4

1 2 3 4

Recommendations for. Removal



Attitudes of non-disabled students

21. Lack of acceptance and negative atti-

tudes of peer's (16)(30(63)(51)(39)

22. Lack of acceptance of handicapping con-

ditions by the public which results in

lack of pa,cticipation by the handicapped

in social and recreational aspects of

college life (40)

23, Inadequate orieptationof non-handicapped

students as to Ow they may better' and

stand aid assist handicapped students.(45)

.Pre ervice and

24, Lack of general knowledge of th'eliandi-

d and hapdicappilg conditions (1)

(1

25 Lack of knowledge that manifestation of

handicapping condition is often periodic

and unpredictable in timing (23)

26. Assumption on the part of the non-dis-

abled instructor, counselor, or admini-

strator that just because the disabled

student has not indicated there are

problems, that "everything is fine- -

we have no problems" (18)

22. Inadequate staff preparation and orien- 1

tation toward working with handicapped

students in the area of various learn-

ing modalities (6)(40)

Very Not

severe severe-

1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

A

1

1

28. Inadequate" training and information is 1

provided to teachers regarding psycho-

logical aspects, and learning diffi-

culties of specific handicapping

conditions (27)

et

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

Recommendation for Removal

4,



29. Lack of orientation to receptiq -

expressive language deficiencies and

the need for specialized language in-

struction (9)

30. Lack of programs to prepare post-secon-

dary instructors to teach the handi-

capped (41)(13)(19)

31, Instructors inadequately trained in

techniques to assist the handicapped

student to adapt standard procedures

to meet his requirements

32. Lack of knofiledge of and sensitivity to

handicapping conditions in planning,

implementing, and evaluating instruction

and vocational learner outcomes (38)

33. Lack of knowledge and training by staff.,

and administration to be informed about

needs of hearing impaired (58)

34. Lack of counseling and teaching
,

nee ed to accommodate t:he,handicapped.,

Stu nt's uniqueness ,06)(4

151hadequa a tra.in4programs for physi-

therapist,' occupational

thera sts, and social workers tp deve-

lop Techniques !.o encourage handicapped

ind iduals to compensate for their

disabilities by entering training pro-

grams (36)

36. Lack of exposure to the* orld'of work

by instructors,themselves who often set

a :poor example (model) (59) ,

37. Lack of ability on the part orthe irw ,

structor to adapt curriculum to the

needs of handicapped students (11)(12)

Very

severe

Nct

severe

1 2 3 4

1 2 . 3

1 .2 3 4,

1 2 3 4

ReOomMendatiOn.fOr Removal
.

'a

e,



Prevocational Training.

38. Lack of appropriate basic and re-

medial programs in language and math)

(9)(10)

39. Inadequate pre-vocational skill train-

ing (50)(39)

Vocational InstructIonal Programs and Services,11,

40. lack of funds to establish trainingtpro-

grams for hearing impaired students (2)

41. Lack of short-term specialized courses to

teach limited skills ,in a specified area

(55)

42. Inadequate existing programs for deaf 1

and hearing impaired students (2)

43. Communication problems in all instruc-

tional situations with handicapped

students (1)

Co ,: ication.0.oblems,i 0OupscwtiereI

disa: ed students are working with the

non-disabled, such as. group lab prac-

ticals (26)

51.ack.of flexibility in the-curriculum

,pg allow the student increased instruc-

',.tprOn areas of his expertise (11)
,

, ?;

Lack'Alfloodification of program stan-

'24.0r".4'0,,different 'handicaps (29)

avior modification programs

both credit and non-

470.gOvrOs (25)

Very Not

severe severe

1 2 3 4

I' 2 3 4

r.

.1

1 2 3 4

Recommendation for Removal

1 2 3 4

111

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 4t



4.1-

ftry

severe

Not

severe

Recommendation for Removal "

S4, ongoing contact with the han- 1 2 3. 4'

:apoed student to monitor progress
4).

:roblems and to offer encourage-
'10

-ert and support throughout his edu-

.,:!ti:nal program (36)

IS; ;tcational/technical.%clasentrance,

eAa-s that do not cOnsicitr.handicapping

. 1 2.,:3 . 4

::nlitions such as learning disabilities

establishing norms (30)

iC. ..,willingness of instructors to give 1 2 3 4

;ra' examinations when appropriate (9)

, :prinatiOns which are sensorily 1 2 3 4

:dented (54)(52)

i2. "raining areas within programs tend to-, 1 2 3

7..e7imit the occupational choices avail-

!:'e to students by. offering such a

-arrow range of skill training (59)(36)

i3. .a:k of special adapted vocabulary lists

tc ,elo students in various occupational

1
.1

-A:rnical programs (37)

i4. :.2:k of lodified tektbooks to meet lan-

aTe ,level of students (37)

i ratio,too large to allow

individualized hands-on

j:54)). .!

i6, l'.,:,:rtitraiiher,ratio too large to allow

attniitration of tests (50)
%

i7. :ridemte task analysis of technical

areas in relation to training

s' dents with handicaps (50)

1

1

2 3

2 3

2 3

3

4

4

4

4

4, training programs for handi-

individuals in the emerging

areas (59)

1 2

,



59. Lielted variety of vocational/technical

areas which accept handicapped students

.(9)

60. klack of specific entry level job cri-

teria that a person with limited abili-

ties accomplish and achieve in,

order to be employable (16)

61. Absence of a continuum of training skills

for elementary through secbndary'educa-

tion through vocational. 'technical pro-

.grams (9)

62. Lack of exit' points in the curriculum

which allow the student to leave (with

recognition) when the student ha?

achieved to the highest level of his

ability, or employability (11)

63, Lack of instructional materials and

Modifications to meet'the needs pf

handtcapped stodents (14)(7)(45)(17)

64( Lack of.knowledge regarding adapting the

classroom to the handicapped student, or

the handicapped student'to:the classroom

and curriculum (5)

6k\ Lack of reasonable modification of gen-

eral community college schedules: re-'

quieements and procedtges (21)

66, iLack.of reasonable modification of class-

room and laboratory (21)

Vocational materials and equipment

67. Lack of adaptable equipment that will

Very Not

severe severe

1 2 3 4

l' 2. 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

' 1 .2 3

1 2 3 4

to

1 2 3 4

facilitate teaching the handicapped

(24)(1)(52)(54) t1,

I

Recommendation for removal

ow.

1



i8. of electronic communication. devices

to assist the handicapped in understand- .

ing, participating and communicating (24)

i9. Lack of modified and ad4ptive equipment

for drafting students (27)(19)

.

T. Lack of special equipment such as special

searing,.materials, sound, lighting, adap-

tation for,wheelchairs (29)

tl Lack of.fuAds to provide for special ex- ,

penses such as special equipment (33)(21)

(41)

Difficulty in using independent learning

center where cassette-tapes and slides

are used for self-paced learning (26)e

73. roblems:in working with dangerous power.

equipment, handling of heavy or difficult

oojects, and coping with difficult work.

inyconditions (i.e., wet floors) in

votational technical lalloratories.(26)

74. Inappropriate design of classrooms, lab-

oratories and lab `equipment (21). '

75, Lack of special designed tools; and

equipment for handicapped,student (11)

;17)(22)(1.)

76. Inadequate'speCial lighting or magni-.

fjing and lenical devices (16)

77. Inadequately designed learning and work

stations to accommodate the handicapped

vocational training programs (44)

78. Lacy of tyning,facilities available

ts,students (37)

t.

NotVery Recommendation for miva

severe severe f0,11(

0 r.

1 2 3 4

1),"

4 h
A !

2 3 4

1

1
Of

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 .$

1. 2 3 4

3

2 3 4

1 2 3

a



.

.
,

19. inadequate provision of instructional

materials and equipment in appropriate

media (i.e., special. textbooks, tapes

and other materials designed for use

Oy,the handicapped) k50)(55)(38)(56) ,

v.

`I80'. d'Ack'of tactile miss, brailler, optacons,

inlargers, and talking hooks (37)

81. Lack of special lighting for interpreters

to use who work' with deaf students during

films (37)

Research 1-

82. An unwillingness on the part of .the aca-

demic community at the Administrative anc

Board level to aggressively research' the

needs of the handicapped in their dis=

trict--low budget priority (25)

83. Lull( of research in area of employer needs

(59)

4

84. Inadequate learning-technology: lack of

learning aides and technology to .accommo-

date specific physiCal impairments (46)

:Counseling, Placement and Followup

.85. Lack of realistiLcounsel,ing and goal

setting (11)(9)(1N)(7)(48)

86 Lack of diagnostic, counseling, and

health centers on the community college

campus (11)

87. Inadequate prevocational exploration,

background infororo , and exposure

to the world or work (24)(7)

88 Lack of adequate evalu Ion and diag-

nosis before making career decisions

(1)(13)(16)(10)
4

Very Not
,--

severe severe

1 2 3 . 4

1

Y

1

A
.

1

4

1 2

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 '

1 2 3 4

A. 2 3 4

Recommendation for'Removal
2,



99. ,:nadequate counseling and guidance see- :(

vices to help..handicapped students cope J,

with the educational environment (29)(30)

O. Inadequate definition of. job entry level

skills needed by the client to perform

An selected career (35)

91. ':nadequate training in job seeking and

interviewing skills.(7)

92. Inappropriate placeTent of studentilli

vocational areas to provide instructors

witn required number of students (9)

)3.. Lack of trained' counselors on campus to

work with disabled students (27)(4'0'

4. tack of indilid01 counse)ing sessions

for handicapped students (14)

)5. Lack. of adequate,career and vocational

information anejob forecasts with res-

pect to disabiljties(10)(36)(57)(42)

)6. lnaoility of counselor'to communicate

with deaf students (62)

)7. ':nadequate support systems such as

tnerapy groups to encourage.attendance

in school (52)(54)

)8. Inadequate comnunicatio with instructor

regarding varying degrees o handicapping

conditions and the limitation involved (40)

)9. Inadequate preparation for the psycholo-

gical and physical demands of being a

"worker" (59)(44)

)0. Vocational or occupational objectives are

often selected without adequate awareness

of tne impactiof the disability on the job

(59)

Very

severe

1ot'.

severe

3 4

2 3

1 2 3 c

3 4

2 3 a

1 2 3 4

1 2 3

1 2 3 4

4

Recommendation for Removal-

4.

4%.



101. Inadequate diagnostic and individual plan-

ning for.adults with learning disabilities

(36)

102. Inadequate training programs for handl-

9 capped persons in developing life long

planning skills (36)

103. Lack of.contact with the home to keep

the family aware of the student's ad-

justment and progress (37) -

104. tack of support services of.counseling,

advising and self-help groups to provide

coping and adaptive skills for school

environment, and work environment (38)

MS. Lack of recruitment of other handicapped

.students by successful handicapped stu-

dents (61)

Very

severe

1

1

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

Not

severe

4

4

4

106. Counseling needed to direct students to 1 2 3, 4

appropriate programs, to'explore quali-

fications for programs, to deteroine

costs and scholarships available ,(8)

Student Accountin. S

107. Lack of an adeq .te system of repcirting

students to Coor inating Board and

Texas Education A ency; current system

does not identify handicapped students

and in turn does not provide additional

funds for provisions of special services

(46)

Lack of Financial Resources

108. Lack of financial: resources to pay living

expenses, tuition, books, etc., and for

.expenses relating-to handicap it-

self (36)(55)

1 2 3

1 2

Recommendation for Removal

Et 9.



(3

AITHIN THE SOCIETY

Lack of Knowledge About the Helping System

109. Lack of Coordination and identification

. of community referral agencies (13)

115. Lack of awareness of improvements avail-

able.through-rehabilitation engineerpg

by handicapped persons, their families,

professors and rehabilitation personnel

(21)
SA'

111. Lack of coordination of services between

the institutitOn and the providers of so-

tial services to focus common resources

on needs of the handicapped

112. Lack'of infOrmation available regarding

the resources to assist the handicapped,

i,e,, transportationmedical, personal

;are, etc. (57)

Attitudinal Barriers

t
113. Attitudinal barriers which would not

allow a well trained student to func-,

tion in industry (11)

441

4

114. Pairohiting attitude on the part of

society (34)

115. Exclusion of handicapped students by

non-handicapped. individuals (31)

116. Indifference within society (34)

117. 'Employers or parents who would not allow 1 2 3 4

handicapped students completing child

development or child care courses to be

responsible for children (28)

a.

e

s,

'

" jet,

Seven Severe

2 3 4 ,

3,1

2 3 4

9

2 3, 4

1 2

1 2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4
.7

t

0

Recommendation forRemoval

.
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*
. . i

1

,.11'a

118. Negitiie attitudes toward the handicapped
(includes parents of han4apped, teachers

its

or professors, employers; and fellow wor-
4rs) (9 . :1 A

..
L

AA-1. I
,

.4

119. .Inadequate'expectations (depende414 rather 1 2 3 44

that independency is reinforced by tociety)4 ..

.0'2)(13)

Inadeguateoleadership

120., Community served' by Community College may
riot reatize need to serve adult h*di-
capped, i.e.,,Little 'or no pres4ure on
the college to provide services (41)

.41 ,

Very 4 Mot Ak.

severe Severelk*
1 2 `3 4

Media Barriers

121.i, 40 of public education on handicapping
condittons- ( 3 2 ) A ,

Transportation
t,,....

,

122, Lack of adequate Anspoi:rtati on provi-
sions, to and from the connunitysollege
and within it (14)(25)(1)(214(46)(36)

(17)(314 10.

1 0,
123. Transportation to job training fa(ility (3)

1.24. Transportation to) emptoymint (32)

Employment Barriers

125. Unwillingness of employers in private
business to provide personnel assis-
tance, (advbcates) for the handicapped (8)

126. Unwillingness of employers in private
business to, provide financial support
for the handicapped (8).

fL

r.

2' 3 4

*
ix

Recommendation for Removal

v

40

..,

' 1 2. .4'3 4

4 . /...i

#'

q!
1 2 _3

1 2 3 4

A kn .9.

1 2 3 t *
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I

°
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Ai
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Very Not

severe severe

127. InOility to earn money in'part time em- 1 2 3 4

ploymeat while attending school (12)(27)

128. Poor prospeCts of obtaining a job after 1 2 3 4

Completion of study (21) A

1207. Stereotyping by, society i.e., "You have 1

diabetes thus you're probOly going to be

a podrer worker,'",,lou'lrcause u§lto hee

to pay higher insurance," "You can't learn

like the others,'N "I'll have to spend addi-

tion& time with you."

130. Unwillingness of employers to hire they ' 1

ihearing' impaired (42)

131( Handi6apped are routed intn "low salary

and low prestige" vocations (63)

132. Employers are Unwilling to accept handi-

capped persons in their employ due to

lack of sufficient infotmation regarding

handicapping conditions (4)

1 2

1 2 3 4

Ichitectural Barriers - Off, tampus

133, Architectural' barriers which -would not-, 1 2 , 3

4 allow a well trailied student to functibn

in industry (11)

134. ,Buildings are inac4e§ible because they

arppot .barrier free (29) ,

135. 4ousing designed to accommodate handicapped

students' (3)

Competing Demands

, ;,'"i'

136. Appresion about competilg with`non-han-

. dicappied students for grades, j66 place-

ment, etc. especially when pec.formake

is measured.byLbjective means as well

afobjective means.

G 6

.ge-t

2 !-:3 4

I

Recommendation for Removal
2:0 .1

o'

IQ

,
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BARRIERS WITHIN THE' HANDICAPPED PERSON,

THEIR FAMILIES AND OTHER ADVOCATES

Handicapped Persons: Phys-ical/Mental/

timitional Problems.

137. Physical conditibns which'require medi-

cation for control ofilvdin reultilig in

poor attendance WI,

138. Lack.of physicq A /er4ty to manipulatt

159.

mechanical devices_
4

ices, 341

InadeqUte mobilicty skills to cope suc-

cessfulTy.with job related travel (50)
,

140. Inadequate motor skills to perform in

.vocational technical programs (47)

141. Hearing impairments which make some types 1

Very

'severe

,q

111 3

Not

'severe

A '.

; 4

;

;;.; 't

1 .

?t

4

41 2 3 4

of employment dangerOts'for the handicapped

individual (42) ,

(

142. Difficulty in communicating by writing due

to a disability (q,)

f43. Diseases requiring periodic hospitaliza- 1 2 3 4

tion interfere,with attendance,(3)

144. Lack 'of physical strength to teach or work

with young children (28)

145. Lo4s of use of dominant arm'requires re-

training and causes the person to work

slowly (3)

146 Physic1 conditions which impede voca'-

Atonal technical education -(20)

147. Inadequate communication skills (7)(33)

148. Difficulty in listening to verbal presen-

Cations and taking potes.simultaneously (34)

149. Communication's problems concerned with ire-

ciptive and expressive abilities (24)
.

,

`11

2 3

2 3

1 2 3

I

1 2 3

4

4

4

4

4

1 o .

Recommendation for"Removal

4.



150. ComiAniCat on difficulties: watching the

interpre rl taking notes and observing

the Oa board simultaneously (27)

151. Difficulty in paying attention (15)

131. Cardiovascular conditions which produce

insufficient blood supplies' to the bra0,

causing Poor memory, poor concentration
,

and blurred vision (3)

153. PhySicat conditions which require medics-

tion for control'of pain result in dulled

mental faculties (3)

154. 'Inabilfty to-accept the discipline and

.pressure'associate with technical pro-

.. grams (12)

155. , Lack of ability to adhere to stringent

time schedules (12)

156, -Inability to concentrate on the lecture

when verbal material is being presented (34)

157. Lack of emotional stability (28)

158. Inability to adapt to discipline of the

classroom due to mental illness (3)

159. Slowed responses and poor concentrat:ion

caused by medication taken for mental

illness which often results in insula-

tion from reality (3)

Handicapped Persons: Lack,of Knowledge

160. Inability to handle post-secondary aca-

demics (18)

161. Inadequate development of basic skill

level (13)(31)(55)

Very

severe

Not

severe

1 2 3 4,

1 2 3 4

1 2 3. 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

Al 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

If'

3 a. \I
Recommendation for ReMbval

-

61`



1 .

Very Not Recommendation for Removal

severe severe

162. Inability to cope with;complex written l' 2

material, charts and graphs (34)

163. Lack of understanding of technical' vocabu- 1 2

lary on which concepts are built (27)

164, Failure to realistically assess limita- 1 2

tions and potentials (30)

155. A'1ack of perception and knowledge,of 1 2

everyday surroundings due to living In a

sheltered environment (16)(9)(18)(4)(60)

166, Inability to transfer 4earning to appli- 1 2

cation in order to perform in vocational

technical programs (47)

167. Lack of knowledge of slang terms by deaf 1 2

students (61).

168, Inadequate.knowledge of.ife skills (13) 1 2

(28)(50)

169.' Inability to develop feasible goals (30) 1 2

Handica ed Persons: Behavioral Barriers

170, Ptor home or institutional training for stu- 1 2

dents .in areas of initiative, tact, and

171, Inadequate knowledge of social behavior,

and appropriate (behavorial) skills to

perform on a job (8)(39)

172. Inability to adjust towards the life

style in a college5etting (24).;;

173. Behavior problems due to mental or emo-

tibnal impairment which disrupt Classes

and keep the studect from learning (35) ,

2

3 4

3 4

3 4

13 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

sharing of respons.ibiltiy (18)

3 4

3 4

(

h

fr-

t



1/4. Inability to manage personal affairs

in order to concentrate on,learning

eAperience. (46);

Very Not

,severe severe

f, 2 ; 3 4'

17$.' LaclOof;internal Ortentattan'(54)

Negative'Attitges anVeeligs

176' Poor self concept,.low.frUstratioflevel,

making.the academic'environment more

difficult than it,actuWlly is (31)(30)(21)

177. Poor self 044 leading tO,tlie,belief that 1..

with a disapiITtY:the,,client/student can,.

not compete.-with others Orget ajob even

if he (35)(1M23)(55)

S
178. PoOr'self cOfice0 in :lhe area of inter-

persona4 relations. (2OW) !,

2 '3

,

4179. Overly, indiOndent attitude, I.e.., the 3

student :refuses, al ) 'help and aids 11,1)'

h

180. The-LAe of a disabilityas an excuse for?":- "1.4: 2

failure or demand for :sPe,,iar,treatment--

"i'he world owes me a liviA"Atitude',
a$: (3'x(5)(11).

Personal feelings of inadeniOcy and 10(

of self worth, (,52)(54)
4

ti

182. 8elief,that one is being discriMinated

against ddlY to the handicap (04 :

.

1,81,..litck of aggressionin'amanding apprp'.-

'orte inStrUction (41)

184. Anxiety caused.by a limited educatiOnal

background. in persons who tave nota-

tended schoorfor many years W,

4

J,

3 4

Recommendation for Removal

IM

us

3



Very Not

severe severe ---

106. Fear that a handicap will be detrimental 1 2 3 4

in employment which requires short term

Contact with the public (example, sales)

versul a long term sustained relation-

ship rith fewer people (23)

186, Lack of self esteem and a positive "can 1 2 3. 4

do/will do" attitude (19)(22)(1)(21)

187. Lack of self assurance and assertiveness 1 2 3 4

(7)(12)(4)(41)

188. Loss of hearing which is often accompanied 1 2

by paranoid behavior and/or withdrawal

resulting'in little or no classroom parti-

cipation and poor attendance (3)

189. Inability to compete on all levels without

Special assistance in order to overcome'

feelings of inadequacy'and the emotional;'

problems and frustrations that their

special' problems cause (16)

Family Members

190. Family members Who provide more assis-

tance than is needed for self improve-

ment (19)(13)

191. Lack,of support and encouragement from

family (21)

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1'" y.2 3 4

192. A home environment which discourages or 1 2 3 4

destroys interest or initiative on the

part of the student (33)

193.' Family members who adhere to myths and

misconceptions of handicappiqg condi-

tion?,(31)

194. Lack of emotional support from signifi-

cant "others ".in social life of the han-

dicapped, i.e., need for sustained en-

couragement (41)

4

A

1 2 3 4

r"\

Recommendation for Removal



Eh

Very

severe

rf

Not Recommendation for Removal

severe

195. Scone disabled people also have disabled

spouses which put an'additional burden

on the person (3)

1 2 3 4

Betters within. Advocates for Handicapped Persons

196. Lack of publ#c, administrative and par- 2 3 4

' ental support to encourage handicapped

persons to attend technical programs (36)

11*,_ inadequate assistance and support which re-
yr-1"..ilts in fear of,entering the world ot,,

l 2 3

.t",/ training and the world or work 06)

198. Goals which are established by peeri and 1. 2 3 4

' society rather than the individual (49) if

Name.

Please return to: Joan Jernigan

Interdisciplinary Education,

College of Education

Texas AP University

College Station, Texas 77843
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A STUDY OF BARRIERS ENCOUNTERED BY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WHICH IMPEDE SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION

OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL PROGRAMS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Round 111 Delphi

Thank you for your participation in the first and second rounds of this research. The third round consists
of the report of the relative frequency (percent) of the ratings of, the severity of the barriers by all respon-
dents and the mean (average) score of all of the respondents.

Please examine each barrier aga41. Then mark any mean score which you
explain your reason for disagreeing with the score.. See the example below:

Barrier

Lack of equipment to provide

adaptations to ledrning,

tools designed or adapted for

a cerebral palsy; student

Relative 'Frequency of Ratings *

(Percent)'qf the Severity of the Barrier

Very. Severe Not Severe Missing
1 2 3 4 f (not circled)

*RIERS WITHIN THE HELPING SYSTEM

Legislation

0 n

18.2 41.8 27.9 9.9 3.6

tive FreqUency of Ratings *

(Percent) of the Severity of the Barrier

1 A general lack of knowledge

in the academic communitrof

Section 504 of the Rehabili-

tation Act of 1973

2, Social Security Disability

Insurance legislation which

inhibits initiative to ore-

' pare for,:emoloyment

* Ratings by pencentages of individuals responding on
.

feel is too high or too low, and

Mean

2.28'

Comments

This should be given top

priority or many students

Will not be able to corn-

plete school

ry Severe Not Severe Missing
1 2 , 1 4 (not circled) Mein

12.7 38.2 41.8 7.3 0 2,44

27.3 45.5 5.5 9.1 2.48

Round II ( -55)

Comments



Planning and ?reparation

/' 't

3. Ihadequate planning on the 21.8 45.5

part.of the administrative

staff for individual student

needs of the handicapped such

as students ith language

harriers

4. General lack of communication 21.8 38.2

between helpIng agencies and

the training institution

5. Too few certified rehabilita- 21.8, 38.2

tion counselors on.campuses of

the training institution.

Very Severe

1 2'

t. Lack of organizational strut- 10.9 25.5

tures which insure meaning-

ful interaction between han:

dicapped and nondisabled

students

Poor planning and organiza- 10.9 32.1

tion which results in social

barriers, i.e., inability to

participate in concerts, hear

speakers, or attend films

8. Lack of planning for rItit*t0,:10.9

activities which are OifflUlt:,.;.

for handicapped studeht46
as registration

34.5

Not Severe

3 4

25.5,, 7.3

Missing

(not circled)

0

0

Mean

2.18

38.2 1.8 . 2.20

2515 14,5 0 2.33

43.5 20.0 0 2.72

38.2 16'.4 1,8 2.61

40.0 14.5 2:58

Comments

6



Very Severe, Not Severe
Personnel: Support Services 1

9. Inadequate availability of 18.2

readers, interpreters, tutors

and counselors for handicapped

studenil

10. Lack/a funds for support ser- 18.2

rites and staff (i.e.,, wheel

:hairs, pushers, attendants,

note-takers, interpreters,

tutors, etc.)

11, Lack of initial and ongoing

,lobility orientation

12, . Lack of skilled interpreters"

or the deaf in all classes
,

including vocational techni-

=41' classes

Lack 'of ayailable.qualified

tutcriaj and remedial assis-

,tance for people who cannot

2c.se withlguly group and

classroom procedures-
a

f' I .

*
4

14. Lac'i of pers4s to work With

4
the haridippped.to give addl-

tional yairing when needed by

ornate tusinerts,as it .elates

'5. to specific job,needs

Attitudes of`CommunityCollege Personnel

32.7

5.5

18.2

18.2

12.7

tp. Lam6f khowledge of what stu-
.0

.'den'is can do rtsultip in nega

tiie attitudes towasd the limi
et;
. tations of the handIc4ped

9

ti

2 3

43.5 21.8.

41.8 27.3

23.6 50.9

41.8 25.5

30.9 36.4

34.5 38.2

. 38.2 25.5

4 (not

Missing

circled). rean

14.5 1.8 2.33

9.1 3.6 2.28

18.2 1.8 2.83 p

9.1 5.5 2.27

10.9 3.6' 2.42

;7.2 7.3 2..43

1.8 1.8 1.96

Comments



Very Severe Not Severe

1 3 4

16. Lack of knowledge and ex-. ;

perience on'the part of

edUcators that'would make

them unwillincito hold , 27.3 29.1 34.5 5.5

students to the same stan-,,

dards of performance of

non-h4ndicapped students

(example:' deaf students) e'

6

11:' Inability on.the part of J4.5 29.1 43.5 10.9,

the instructor to empathize

instead of sympathize

11( Lack of'self-confidence on 14.5 32.7 40.0 10.9

thee part o1', teachers to teach

handicapped students

19, Lack of understanding and

Icceptance, andior indif-

'Terence toward the special, 29.1 32.7 29.1 7.3

needs of the haniillipped on

the part of admin)strators,

faculty and staff A

20. Negtive attitudes of adminf-

40tratort and instructors which

Pation of han- 20.0 29.1' 32.7 16.4

dicapp d students in college

progr. s

Attitudes of 'n- disabled students

21. Latk of ceptance and nega-

tive attitudes of peers

4

J.

10.9 23.6 40'.0 25.5

4.

Missing

(not circled) Mean Comments

'3.6 2.19

1.8 2.52

1.9 2.48

1.8 2.15

1.8 2.46

2.8

I

4



22. Lack of 'acceptance of han-

dicapping conditionsli the

public which results in

of participation by th

dicaliped in social a

tional aspects of cot

Very Severe Not Severe

1 2 3 4

k 12.7 4/.3 '5464 3.6

23. Inatipei lei,

.1

1issIng

(not circled) Mean

han69404dAILI /.s

and l

6.2 45.5 29.1 5.S
ithey4tiOlietieenderst

assit nandicappetltu ents
---""'

7teservice and Inservice Education

24. Lack of general' knowledge of

' the handicapped and,handi- 21.8 49.1 27.3 0
capping conditionc

.'

. 4. .,.,

25. LaCi of oow4dge' that mani-

festation o' handicapping ,
condition is often periddic 5.5, 38.2 43.6 10.9
and unoredl.ctable in timing

0

26. Assumption on the''part of the

non-Tat:Jed instructor,

selor or administrator that

just 'because. the disabled stu-

dent,has nor indicated there

are protlens, tnat "everything

is fine--we have no problems"

Inakguate stiff preparation

and orientation toward work-

ving with handicapped students

In the area, of various,learn-

ing'

9.1 38.2 47,3 3.6

16.4 52.7 27,3 3.6

p',

,P)

Comments'

2.5

1.8 2.22

1.8 2.05

i

4,.

1.8 . 2.61

4

1,8 206

ati

0 2.18

,

,

ta

I ,

SA

i:61;1,,r

Ak



.0

F

r,

Very Severe ..Not Severe Missing

1 2 3 4 (not circled) Mean Comments.?

Inadequate 410fhing and, ik-Th

formation i pro4ided

teacherseg ing psycholp

gical aspects, learning

,difficulties of ific

hanicapping.ctnditions.
,, .,.

1''

!9.011,0q of orientation to re-

'Iteptivaixpressive language.

.

deficiencies and the need fo

specialized language instruc-

30. Lack of programs to,prepare

post - secondary instructors to

teach the handicapped'

31. Instructors indlequately

trained in,tpchniques to as-

stst the handicapped student

to adapt standard procedures

to meet his requirements

32. Lack of knowledge of aod sen-

sitivity to handicapping con2

ditions in planning, imple-

mentipg, and evaluating in-

strucgon and vocational

learner outcomes

I

33. Lack'of*no;iledge and train-

ing by staff and adminis.tra-

tion to be informed about

needs of hearing impaired

a

a.

'49.1 43.6 25.5 1.8 0 2.00

f,

.1.1 34,5 34.5 14.7 TA 2.59

20.9 455
\

-5,5 0 1,98

27.3 41.8, 27.3 3.6 0 2.07

21.8 41.8 27.3 9.1 0

4

dam:

a.

16.4 4-34.5 43.5 5.5 0 2,38

1 ..

';) ,,. a.
4

.4 , ) t



.

Very Sdere Not Severe Missing

s 1 2 3 4 . (not circled) Mean Comments

34. Lack of counseling and teach-

ing skills needed to accommo- 10.9. 60.0 21.8 7.3

date the handicapped student's 3

uniqueness
r

4

35. Inadequate training programs
,,:. P.,i4..'"

ii.,,i. .,',

° 'for physicians,iphysical thera-

occupational therapistspists,
, L,

and social workers to develop r0.9 23.6 43.0)04,5
techniques to encourage handi-

A'capped individuals to compen,

tsate for their disabilities by .,.,4

entering training,prog os

36. Lack of exposure to the world

of work by instructors them- 12.7 '25.5 34.5 27.3

selves who often set a poor

example (model)

37. Lack of ability on the part

of the instructor to adapt. 14.5 29.1 43.5 10.9

curriculum to the needs of

handicapped students

Prevocational Training

38. Lack of appropriate basic and

remedial,programs in language 10.9 21.3 32.7 29.1

and math

39. Inadequate pre vocational 18.2 38.2 23.5 15.4

skill training

locational Instructional Programs and Services

10. Cac fu44s. to establish

training programs for hear-'

ing impaired students

4,

10.9 '34.5 30.9

0

k
'

5

7.3 2.67

,

0 2.76

1.8 2:52

2.80.

3.6 2.40

V1

5.5 2.60.



.a

Very Seitre Not Severe Missing

1 2 3 4 (not circled) Mean Comments

41. Lack of short-term special -

,tzed courses to teach lim- 14.5 43.5 25.5'

ited skills tn a s cified
,

area
\

42. Inadequate existing

for deaf and hearing impai 5.5 34.5 .38.2.

students

43. Communication problems in all

instructional situations with 12.7 30.9 38.2

handicapped students

44. Communication problems in

groups where disabled students

are working with the non-dis- '5.5 36.4' 38.2

abled, sych as group lab

practices

45. Lack of flexibility in the \

curriculum to allow the stu- 14.5 29.1 36.4

dent increased instruction

in areas of his expertise.,,

46. Lack of modification of prq-

gram standards for different 14.5 29.1 40.0

handicaps

47.. Lack of behavior modification

programs coordinated with 10.9 20.0 .34.5

botticredit and n6n-ccedtt

courses

48. Lack ofiongoing contact with

the handicapped student to ' 10.9 30.9 40.0'

monitor -progre'As and, problems

.and to offer encouragement

and support throUghout his

educational program

14.5

16.4

1.8

5.5_

, 2.41
.7

,12.7 5.5 2.54

A

.

18.2 1.8 2.70 6

i$

,

18.2 1.8 2.59

0
01. 1/4 e

16.4 0 2.58 I

401

29.1 2.87

16.4 2.61

1

4. ,

4

t

tt4



I

1

49. Vocational/Atechnjcal class

entrance.exa* that do not

'consider handicapping\com:

Oltions such as learning

't disabilities in establish-

ing norms

':

560/ Un011ingness of instructors

to give oral examinations 12.7 9.1

Very Severe Not Severe Missi4
1 ' 2 3 4 (not circled) Mean

10.9 32.7

when appropriate

51. Examinations which are sen-

sorily oriented 10.9 21.8

52. Training areas within pro-

grams tend to delimit the

occupational choices avail- 4),1 25,5

able' to'stutients by offering

such a narrow range of skill
6

training

53. Lack of special adapted.vo-

i-cabulary lists to helpstu- 10.9 12.7

dents in various occupational

technical. p(rograms

V 1 0
. . .

,54. Lack of, modified textbooks to

meet language level of stu-' 14i'5 20.0

dents

'..,

Student/trainer55. ratio too

large.to allow sufficient 23.6' 29.1

i ndividualized ,hans-nn

training

56. Student/trainer ratio too

large to alic.,. appropriate '.20.4 21.8 ,

administration of tests

18.2

45.5 30.9

41.8 21.8

41.8 21.8

43.5 30.9..

50.9 14.5

32.7 14.5

36. .4 20.0

1.8 2-.63

1.8' 2.96

X3.5 2.77\

0

0

Comments

2.96

2.6k

2.38

wo,

,..-.4,...

;';'

ft 1

,1

4r,,r .
t 1' 4

S

'V
.:401,j'i sr,. .

e,14.
.



1

Very, Severe. Sevpre Mi ssing
I 2 1 'not circled) Mean Comments

Inaleguate,"tOsk analy.S.IS
techii)CagQ 11 'areas in .re-, 23.6 4:8 41,,

latio .to training itudints ,

with ha,ndiCaps ' p

.., , ., ,

58. Laci of training 'prograi0 for, ." t,

i .,

handicapped inciiiiiduals im , t p.o 2,1, 38.2 14.5',,-
Vie emerging :technology ; ' y i
bkeas . 4 i '.

n

. .'

1,9. Limited variety of voca-t. ti °nal/technical areas Which "1'4..5. ''').1r6

.., accept handicapped.,:students
4 .

3.6 2.38

2.47

0 14:5 5. 4' . 21.56

; Nick:of spec ific entr,1 level e

lecritaria that a person '.
abilities could 20.0 0.29.1 34.5 101

accomplish and aciiieve in or-
ler to,' be employable.

'151 Absencg Id continuum of
training,' 00.1 ls :for el emen- ,!.

tary thrt"ug secondary educa- . 32,7 P32.7 10;9' 3:.6'

tion through, vocational
.technical ,programs

62, 'Lack of exit'. poipts in the
curriculum whiciy allow the,
student to leave (with re-

, cognition) when jhe studedt ., 27.3 41.8 20.0 1,8 2.74

has achieved' to the highestt
4, level Of ,hivability,

emplo9dri 1 1 ty

fivicof instruc,ional mat-
..

erial.s and modifications to 23.6 38i,4, 27.3 9.1

,meet the needs of handicapped

students'.'

2.36.

,

.

.

Ise

1.8 2.22

I-

4.0

,t

y.



3

;., ± .. ,t. ,; ..,,) ,0'
' 149t :eI .ertl-j' Missing

4 (not circled) Meanc ..1 ' ';''' -
. ..,, .1.

6A: Lad( of ,knowl ge regahltng ,,,,, .,.....,- . 4
)4 ,adapting' the c ssrooml. tht.. ° ..?

hand tapcied 'stil t, or. -- 10.9 -.,43:.6i." .36'.41.
handicapped etude t to t

0 2.43
''''.."' ,:

classrooim and Curitulum
-'7.-' ''''.

66. Lae -of realonable mak fjca,'
% .. ....,

....- ., 0 .V.,!.
'ik . tion'vf 9enetal cartnunIt) ,;4, .,18;2 7 670 ..' 9.1 1.8 2.83.

.. 4,.' col 1 ege.'scheidill es , reau - ' .t, '.
,.:--,.i.
)!,'-t-0.4nents. ihd procedur ' .'''' Jr.." '4( 7. -

, . 1r t.
- ..!%. '. '' .t., . .. 4, ' , 1

t iorfti!'cfa:s s room and l'al)ore.7:: -`9''. i' 40''.9 14.5'

66. -"'" Vick, of ritasonable modillca-f: -" ':

..: lory,i) ; , -..... ,. "- :--.:;.. :1. :''',.',., .

,--
,o,- .- 4., ! , .,'.:

0 .2.71

VOcat 'vial on teh,tili: and eqUiptent . »,',;.. : ,1'
474

167. L.4k,..O0., adaptable equipment that"ti. ,,,,(

wattlfailltite teathittti the 25.5 40.0.:.': 23.5 7.3 3.6 2.13
handicapped" i

"4.1.

..,p'

.68. tack of eletePonit t
, ',../

ti on ices. -to Ss? i s p.:

e,and ted ili.Linders ing, 14.5 '.-k8. a , 52.7 9.1 "- 5.5 : 2.60 .
. ..,

par
..

! 8 a t i n g ..11Ad ComilAiii.ei, ,o4 ' '". ., i,ii ! \-
t thq $ i' ', i:. ' .' .:!,''''' ..1;

A

69. -Lack..of mod i f ted,;anklidapti ve ," i

egArment for ,d1f tkng: stu- c 109
M1

. i 25.5 45.5 12.7 5.5 . 2.63
dents .' ''' '' ..' ii;

?
.

..5
. . .

70., Lack of s.petial eclui t such 2" '

''. ': a.s'speci,a1 'seati:n terials, 16.,4 36.4 34,5 10.9 1.8 2.41
-(:-'...-4;tiurfd: righ)t)-rig,,. ada ation far. , ..

',Wheel cba tr'-, ,

. ,
..-

Comments

1



Very Severe Not Severe, Missing

1. %, 2 3 4 (not circled) Means Comments

71. Lack of funds to provide for

spectal expenses such as 30.9

special equipment

72, Difficulty in,using indepen-

dent learning center where

cpssette-tapes.and slues 9.1

are used for self-pa d

learning

73. Problems in working with clan-_

gerous power equipment, hand-

ling of heavy or difficult ob-

jects, and coping with diffi- 20.0

cult working condition.s (i.e.,

wet floors) in vocational tech-

nical laboratdries

74. Inappropriate design of class-

rooms', laborAtories and lab 14.5

equipment

75. Lack of cially designed

tools, a quipment for han- 18.2

dirapped ept

76. Inadequate special lighting

or magnifying and mechanical 7.3

devices

77. Inadequately designed learning

anfi work siptions to accommo- 10.9

date the hAndicapped in voca-

tional training programs

40.0 20.0 5.5 3.6 2.00

30.9 49.1 9.1 1.8 2.59

16.4 i0.0 18.2 5.5 2.60

23.6 43.6 14.5 3.6 2.60

36.4 30.9 9.1 5.5 2.33

30.9 43.6 10.9 7.3 2.63

d

32.Z 36.4 12.7. 7.3 2.55

1



v

Very Severe Not'Severe Missing
7.

.1 . 2 3: 4,' (not circled) Mean

Lack'of typing facilities

available to students

79.- Inadequate provision of in-It

structional materials and

equipment in appropriate

media (i.e., special text-

booki, tapes and other mat-

erials designed for use by

the handicapped)
-

80. Latk of tactile maps, brail-

ler, optacons,..ehlargers,

and talking books

81'. Lack of special ighting for

;17..

2.t 12.7/47.3

4
12.7 47.3.' '29.1 5.5

16.4 34.5, 27.3 12.7

interpreters to use who work 7.3 21.8

with deaf students during

'films

Research

82. dln unwillingness on the part

of the academit community at

the Administrative and Board 32.7 29.1

level-to aggressively research

the needs of the handicapped.

in their district-"-low budget

priority

83. Lack of research in area of 18.2 45.5

employer2need

84. Inadequate. learning teibnol-

.

ogy': lack of learning ides 14.5 32.7

-

41.8 18.2

27.3 5.5

21,8 10.9

36.4 9.1

and technology 6 accommo e

specific physical impairmen

Comments

.3.6

5.5

2.85

2,29

.11

.1

S

9., 2.40 1

10.9 2.a0

5.5 2.06 m,

3.6 2,26 -

7,3;. 2.43

e

(")



Very Severe Not, Severe

Counseling) Placement and Followup T 2 3 4

85. Lack of realistic counseling

and goal setting

86. Lack of diagnostic, counseling,

and health centers on the

community college campus

87. Inadequate prevocational ex-

ploration, background infor-

matolon, and exposure ,to the

world of work

88. Lack of adequate evaluation

and diagnosis before making

career decisions

89. Inadequate counseling and

guilince services to help ,

handicapped students cope

with the educational en-

vironment

90. Inadequate definition of job

entry level skills needed by

the client to perform in sel-

ected career

91. Inidequate training in job

seeking and interviewing

skills,

92,. Inappropriate placement of

students 1M vocational areas ,

to provide instructors with

required nuilberof students

4i

20.0 45.5 27.3 3:6

10.9 38.2 36.4 1949

27.3 40.0 25.5 3.6

21.8 41.8 29.1 3.6

9.1 41.8 36.4 9.1

' I

16.4 23.6 .49.1 9.1

14.5 41.8 38.2 3.6

7..3 16.4 40.0 ',12.7

a

Missing

(not circled) Mean. Y Comments

3.6 2.15

3.6 2.49

,3.5 2.06

3.6 2.15
.r

11

3.5 2.47

1.8 2.52

1.8 2.32

'3.6 3.02



Very Severe Not Severe Missing

1

93. Lack of trained, counselors on

campus to work with disabled f4.6

students

94, Latk of individual counseling

sessions for handiCapped stu- 10.9

dents

95. Lack of adequate areer and vo-

tional informat on and job 20.1C

forecasts witn respect to dis

abilities

96. Inability of counselor to com- 21 5

municate with deaf students

97. Inadequate sJpport systems

such as therapy groups to '.2.7.

encourage attendance 4.n

school

98. Inadequate communication with

instructOr regarding varying

degrees of nandicapping

dit 5 4rIOthe'liritatiOnS

inyol ed'"

99. thadequate prepd'ration for the -

psychological and physical de- 20.0

)iiancls of being a 'worker"

100., Vocational or occupational

objectives are often.sel-

'ected without adequate a- 20.0

NM.

2 3 4 (not circled) Mean Comments

43.5 30.9, 9.1 1.8 2.35

29.1 40.0 16.4 3,6 .2,64

34.5 32.7 9),J 3.6 2,32,
4

27.3 30,9 16.4 3.6 2,43

29.1 40.0 16.4 1.8 2.61

4 4

36.4, 43.6 5,5 1,5 2.43

S

34.5 30.9 12.7 1.9 2.37 '

ti

36,4 32.7' 1.8 2,32.9.1

wareness of the 1 ct of

the. disability e jOD

A



3,

J

.

A
.

Very Severe ,Not Severe Missing

2 3 4 (not circled) Mean Comments

.
,

01., Inadequate diagnostic and in-

dividual planning for adults. 18,2

with learning disabilities

02. Inadequate training programs

for handicapped persons in 16.4

,developing life long plan-

ning skills

1:9,7.4,Lack of contact with the home

to keep the family aware of 7.3

the studenri adjustment and

progress
. .

104. Lack Of support services of

counseling, advising and self-

help groups to provide coping '10.9

and adaptive skills for'school

environment'and work environ-

ment

105. , Lack of recruitment of other .

handicapped students by suc-, 9.1

cessful handicapped students

4

106. Counseling needed to direct

students to appropriate pro-

gram, to explore qualifica-. 9.1

tions for programs, to deter-

mine,costs anOcholarships.

available

32.7 36.4 9:1 3.6 2.38

29.1 49.1 3.6 1.8 2.41

18.2 54.5 16.4 3.6 2.83

. 30.9 47.3 9.1 1.8 2.56

Alt

20.0 . 45.5 23.6 1.8 ilt2.85,

30.9 43.6 10.9 5.5 v 2.60



1'

Student Accounting System

Very Severe Not Severe Missing

1 2 .3 4 " (not circled)

107 Lack of an adequate system A

Of reporting students to

Coordinating Board and Texas

Education Agency; current

system does not 'identify 23.6 23.6

handicapped students and in

turn does not prpvide addi-

tiona funds for provikions
1

of special services

Lack of Financial Resources

.1-08. Lack,of financial resources

to pay living expenses, tui-

tion, books, etc., and for 25.5 27.3

expenses relating to the han-

dicap itself,

BARRIERS WITHIN THE aOCIETY,

Lack of Knowledge About the Helping System.

109. 1,,ack p1 coordination and.

identification of community 18.2

referral agencies

110. .Lack of awareness of improve-

mentso'vailable through rehab-'

34 5

7ilitation engineering by,han--. 9.1 29.1

did pped persons, their faM-

ilies, professors and rehabi-

litation personnel .

1'll..4Lack of coordination ofservices

0

between the institution and the

providers of social servites 20.0 27.3

to focus common resources 'on

needs of the handicapped'

0

Mean

32.7 14.5 5.5 ?:40

.1

30.9. 7.3 9.1 2.22

38.2 3,6 5.5 2.2?

,

.50.9 7.3 6 2.59

3 .2 9.1 5,S 2.38

Comments

04

a



IlVery Se;l/ Not Severe Missing

1 2 3 4 ,not circled) Mean Comments

112. Lack of information'ivailable

regarding the resources to

assist the handicapped, i.e.,

transportation, medical, per-

sonal. care, etc.

Attitudinal Barriers

113. Attitudial baqiirs which

would not allow a well

trained student to function

in industry

114. Patronizing attitude on the

part of society

115. Exclusion of handicapped

students by non-handicapped

individuals

116. Iidifference w1thin society

117. Employers or parents who would'

not alloW handicapped students

completing child development

or child are courses to be

/responsible for children

118. Negative attitudes toward the

handicapped (includes parents

of handicapped, teachers or

professors, employers, and

fellow workers)

119. Inadequate expectations (de-

pendency rather than indepen-

dency is reinforced by society)

14.5 36.4 36.4 3.6 9.1

.14.5 29.1, 38.2 Q.1 9.1

14.5 32,7 ,34.5 12.7 5.5

7.3 21.8 49.1 18.2 3.6

10.9 29.1 47.3 7.3 5.5

14.5. 23.6 40.0 12.7 9.1

9.1 41.8 38.2 9.1 1.8

10.9 38.2 38.2 9.1 3.6

2.32

6

2.48

2.81

2.54

2.56,

2.48

2.47,



lily

f.

inadequate Leadership

120. Community served by Community

'College may not realize need

to serve adult handicapped,

i.e., little or no pressure

on the college to provide

services

Media Barriers

121, Lack of public education on

handicapping conditions ,

Transportation

122. Lack of adequate transpor-

tation provisions to and

from the,community college

and within it

123. Transportation to job

training facility

124. Trahsportation to employment

Employment Barriers e .

125. Unwillingness of employers in

private business to provide

personnel assistance (advo-

cates) for the handicapped

126.. Unwilling es

private b

financial

handicapped

1.

employers in

to provide

for the

A

Very Severe

1 2

Not Severe .'..Mtsting

3 4 (not.circIed) MeAn Comments

18.2 30.9 41.8 7.4". 1;8 2.39

32.7 29.1 25.5 9.1 3.6 2.11

4*

327 27.3 29.1 9:1 1,8 2,15

235 27.3 34.5 10.9 3.6 2.34

23.5 29.1 30.9 10.9 5.5. 2,31

12.7 19.1 38.2 '12",7 7.J 2.54

12.7 23.6 34.5 18.2 10.9 2.66

Fd



1) 1.

a
. fr i

Are '

,./

1 Severe Not Severe Missing

T 2 3 4 .(not circled) Mean -Comments

127. Inability to earn money in
t.

'part tflne employment while' ,9.)
. .

attending school
r 40

1

128. Poor prospec*of obtaininge

a job after Comlijetion'of t 109

study

129. Stereotyping by society, i.

"You have diabetes-thus you're

probably going td be a poor r

*worker," "You'llcause.us It 29.1

hav4 to pay higher insuranc ,"'

"YOU can't leern like the

others," "I'll have to-spe d

additional time with ypu."

130. Unwillingness of employers to 14.5

hire the hearing impaired

131. Handicapped are routed in o

"low salary and low preSt'Ie" 18,2

vocations

132. Employers.are unwilling. o

accept handicapped perso s

iRto their employ due to

latk'of sufficient info a-

..tion regarding handicap ing

conditions

Architectural Barriers - Off am us

27.3

133.7 Architectural barriers which

would -not allow a well trained 27.3.

student to function in industry.

23.5 49.1 12'.7 '5.5 2.69

:,:;86.4" 36.4 9,1 7.3 .2.47

it

30.1 .29.1 5.5 , 5.5 2.12

. 32.7 41.8 73 3.5 2.43

25.5 43.5 9,1 3.6 2.45

34.5 29.1 .3.6 5.5 2.10

36.4 27.3 5.5 3.5 2.11

0



ID

.. .

Ver SeVere, Not Severe ,Missing .

1 2 3 4 (apt circled) ' Mean Comments

0

134, Buildings are inaccessible e-

cause they,are not barrier 25.5.

free ,

,

135. Housing resigned to a ommo- 21.8,

:date h dicapped st 'rents

co retin ands

136. Aforehension abut competing

th non-hand 'lipped students

or grades, sb pladement, 12.7

etc. es'peti ly when perfor-

mande is asured by subjec-

tive mea as. Well as objec-

tive. mea s

BARRIERS WI IN .THE. HANDICAPPED PEilSON,

THEIR FAMI ES AND OTHER ADVOCATES'

Handi ca d Persons: Ph sical /Mental/

Emotion Prob ems

137. hysital conditiohs which

require medication for con- 3.6

trol'of pain resulting in

poor attendante

f . Lack of'physital dexterity

to.manipulate mechanical 9.1

devices .

139. Inadequate mobility ikills to

cope successfully with job

related travel

9.1

38.7 29.1 3.6 3.6 2:11 ..

40.0 23..6 10.9 3.5 2.25 . i'

.

30.9 40.0 9.1 7.3 2.49

1

30:9 45.5 14.5 -5.5 2.75

.34.5 43:5 12.7 3.6 2.66

34.5 43.5 9.1 3.6, 2.55



1.

Very Severe Not Severe Missing

1 2 3, 4 .(not circled) Mean

140. Inadequate motor skills to per-

, form in vocational technical 14.5 29.1 36.4 16.4 3.6 -. 2.57

programs

i41. Hearing impairments whichoma e

some types 'of employment da 9.1 27.3 40,0 16.4 ' 7.3 2.69

geroue for the handicapped

individual

142.' Difficulty'in communicating 9.1 34.5 '43.6 9.1 3.6 2.55,

by writing due to a'disability 4

143.. Diseases requiring periodic

'hospitalization interfere with ;9.1 32.7 45.5 9.1 3.5 2.57

ttendance )1

144., Lack of phYsical.strength to

teach or.work with young chil- 5.5 ,12.7 47.3 29.1 5.5 3.06

dren

145: Loss of use of dominant arm °

requires retraining and causes 3.6 25.5 49.1 16.4 5.5

the gerson. to work slowly

2.83

,146. Physicalipconditions,gic4 im- ,

pede vocational tecalcal, 45,1 29.1 43.6 10.9 7.3 2.61,

education . .41, s 4

'r I 'X'

147. Inadequate communication 7.3 ;25.5 45.5 12.7 9.1 2.70

'4
skills 1

148. Diffi'Culty An listening

verbal presentations and ta - 7.3 34.5 45.5 ' 71.3 5.5 2.56

notes simultaneously

(4



I 0

very Severe
1

2

Not Severe Missing

3 4 (not circled)

43,.5 4!7 5.5

Mean

2.62

Comments

36.4 10.5 5.5 2.46

52.7' 20.0 5.5 2.89

34.5. 21.8 7.3

41.8 18.2 55 2.67 3

45.5 14.5 . 7.3 . 2.71

1

50:9 14.5 5.5 2.7 4,,,

fi

47.3 16.4 1,3 2.77

149., 'Communications problemstcon-

. Aerneil with receptiie and 10.9 . 27.3

i4expressive abilities . .

150. Communication difficulties:

Watching the interpreter, 14.5 32.7,

taking notes and observing

the blackboard simultineously

151. Difficulty, in paying attention 9.1 12.7

152. Cardiovascular conditions

which.pfoductinsufficient

blood supplies to the brain, .10.9 25.5

causing poor memory, poor

concentration and blurred

vision

Physical which153. conditions

require medication for con- 14.5 210.0

trol of pain result in dulled

mental faculties

154: liability to accept the dis-

cipline and pressure asso- 9.1 23.6

ciated with technical pro-

grams °

,
.

155. Lac, of ability to adhere 10.9 1 .2

'to stringent time schedules

156. Inability to concentrate on

the lecture when verbal mat- 9.0 20.0

erial is being presented

-0

a

(1(
44ojO

La

I.



.Very Sele,r?

1 2

,

157. Lack olkemotional.stability 9.1' 27.3

158. Inability Ito adapt to4isdi. ,

pline of the classrdomCdue to 10.9 32.7

melital illness _ ,

155:1: SloWed responses amid poer .
-

'', '40hcentiatioin cauted.by medi-

kjtion taken for mental ill- 12.7 30.9

'hers which often results. in

insui'ation fiv reality .,

Handicapped Persons: Lack of Knowledge

160. Inability to handle post- ,'12.7 27.3

secondary academics' ,--

4

161. Inadequa development of 15.4 36';4

basic ski 1 level

162. Inability to cope With com-

plex written material, charts 9'.1 27.3

and graphs

1.63. Lack of understanding of

technical vocabulary on which 7.3 21.8

concepts 'are built t,

164. Failureito realistically

assess limitations and paten= 14.5 32.1

tials
./ .

.

165. A lack of perception and

knowledge of everyday sur- 12.7 41.8

roundings due to living in a

sheltered environment ..

,t

4

Not Severp Kissing

3 4. (not circled) Mean Comments

43.5 14.5 5.5 ' 2).67

'29.1 20'.0 7.3 2:63

vt

30.9 18.2 7.1 2.59

36.4 16.4 .7.3 2.61

29.1 10.9 7.3 2.37
I .

41.8 12.7 9.1 2.64

41.3 14.5 .9.1 2.16

38.2 3.6- 10.9 2.35

4 . i
34.5 3.6 7.3 2.31-



Very Severe

1 ' 2

,. 4,1

166. inability to transfer learn-

ing to application in order 5.5 14.5

'4 to perform invocational tech:

nical programs , ' .

167. Lack of knowledge of slang 9.1 7.3

terms by deaf students

168: Inadequate knowledge of life ,9.1 ,29'.1

skills .

169. Inability to develop feasible 10.9 23.6

goals

Handicapped Persons: Behavioral Barriers

170. Poor hOme or institutional

training for students in 10.9 38.2

areas of initiative, tact,

and sharing of responsibility

171. Inadequate knowledge of social

behgvior, and appropriate (be- 9.1 36.4

havioral) skills to perform on

a job

.S

172. Inability to'adjust towards

the life style in a college 5.5 21.8

setting

173. Behavior problems'due to men. .

tal or emotional impairment '10.9 27.3

which clip.upt classes and ,keep

the student frau-learning

Not Severe Ming
3 4 (not circled)

4

52.7 ,182 9.1

'49.1 20.0 ' 14.5 2.94

45.5 ,9.1 7.1

52.7 5.5 7.3

36.4 5.5 9.1

38.2 9.1 7.3

52.7 12.7 7.3

36.4 18.2 7.3

Mean Comments

2.92

el

2.59

2.57

2.40

2.51

2.78

2.67



V

114. Inability 'to manage per-

.,sonal affairs in order .to

concentrate on learning ex-

perience ,4f

175. Lack of internal orientation

Negative Attitudes and Feelings

176. Poor self concept, lbw frus-'

trationilevel, making the

academit environment more

difficult than it actually

is

177. Poor sdlf image leading to

the belief that with.a dis-

ability the client/student

cennot compete with others

or get a job.even if he

finishes training'

.178. Poor self concept in the

area of interpersonal

relations

179. Overly independent attitude,

i.e., the student refuses

all help and aids

180. The use of a disability as

an excuse for failure or de-

mand for special treatment--

"theoworlb ow eti me a living"

attitude

A

Very Severe Not Severe Missing

1 2 3 4 (not circled) Mean t. Comments

.01

9.1 25.5 43.5

9.1 10.9 25.

p

14.5 34.5 38.2

.

20.0 18.2 30.9

10.9 38.2 40.0

7.3 9,,1 52.7

12.7 ,23..6 .40.0

12.7

3.6

1.8

1.8

21.8

14.5

.1

9:1 : 2.66

50.9 2.48

10.9- 2.16.

9,1 2.16

9.1 2.36

9:1 2.98

c.

9.1 2.62

4

A



Very Severe , Not Severe Missing

1

181. Personal feelings of inade-. .12.7

quacy and lack of /self worth
i

.

. .

182. Belief that one is being. dis- (

criminated againat due to-the 5.5

handicap ,

, '
.

183. Lack of aggression in demand- 104
ing appropriate instruction

.

184, Anxiety caused, by aiimited

educational background in per- 14.5

sons who have not attended

school for many years'

185. Fear that a handicap will be

detrimental in emploYment

which requires short term con- 9.1

tact with the public (example,

sales) voila a longterm sus-

tained relationship with fewer

people

186. Lack of selNsteem and a posi118.2

tive can do/will do" attitude

187 Lack of self assurance and 23.5'

assertiveness

.

188. Loss of hearing which if of-

ten accompanied by paranoid

behavior and/or withdrawal 12.7

resulting in little or no

classromm.participation and

poor attendance

2 3

32.7 38.2

25.5 50.9

25:5 36.4

.

1

21.8 45.5

..

14.5 49.1

30,9 16.4

23:5 41.8

20.0 40.0

4' .(not circled) Mean Comments

5.5 10.9

9.1 9.1

)

18.2 9.1

7.3 , 30.9
-,

7.3 7,3

3.6 7.3

'16.4 10.9

a.

:41

2.41.

,

, 1

, .

,

2.70

2.68
1

2.51

l

.

2.84

2.35

'2.28

ir

2.67 1
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I

'Very Severe -Not Severe Missing

1 2 3 4 (not circled) Mean Comments

189., Inability to compete in all

levels without spehal assis-

tance in order to overcome 9.1

feelings of inadequacy and the

emotional problems and frustra-.

tions that their special pro-

blems cause

Family Members

190, Family, members who prov,ide

more assistance than is needed 14.5

for self improvement.

A

191. Lack Of support and encour- 14,5

agement from family

192. A home environment.whh dis

courages or destooys merest 20.0

or initiative on the' part of

the student

193. Family members who adhere to

littis and misconceptions of 18.2

habdicapping conditions.

194. Lack of. emotional support

froth significant "others"

in social life of the han- )4.5

dicapped, i.e.; need for

sustained encouragement'

195,. Some disabled people also

have disabled spouses which 3.6

put an additional burden on

the person

23.5 45.5 10.9 10.9

30.9 32.7 12.7 9.1

21.8 41,8 12.] . 9.
/

25,5 36.4 , 7.3 10.9

25.5 36.4 10..9 9.1

36.4 30.9 ,7.3 lq)

D

18.2 '43.5 27.3 7.3

01,)

2.65

2.48

2.58

2.35

2.44

2.35

3,02



Very Severe

1 2

Barriers within Advocates, for Handicapped Persons

J96. Lack of public, administrative

and parental support to en- 14.5 29.1

courage handicapped persons to

attend technical programs

197,. Inadequate assistance and sup-

port ?hich results in fear of 10.9 47.3

entering the world of train-

ing and the world of work,

19B. Goals which are established

by peers and, society rather 27.3 29.1

than the individual

Name

Not Severe Missing

3 4 '(not circled) Mean Comments

45.5 7.3 3.5 2.47

34.5 3.5 3.6 2.32

34.5 7.3 1.8, 2.22

A
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APPENDIX H: FEASIBILITY. RATINGS OF REMOVAL OF BARRIERS'

Memo to Rehabilitation- Counselors

Memo from John A. Fenoglio, TRC

Letter to Student

Information Form

Objectives of the Study

Questionnaire: Feasibility:Ratings for
Removal of Barriers

"r

F r*.discussion Of the information in Appendi Hsee pages.73 and'74.

--f

3( I



TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

COLLEGE STATION. TEXAS 77043

tENTER FOR CAREER
DEVELOPMENT AND
OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION

MEMORANDUM

TO: Texas Rehabilitation Counselors

FROM: Joan Jernigan
Principal Inveiiigator

DATE: May 22, 1978 '

301

As discussed by telephone, the enclosed questionnaire is to be

completed by two handicapped students in vocational programs in

the community college program. The memo from John Fenoglio fur-

ther explains the purpose of the questionnaire.

If you have any qu'estions, please call me at (713) 845-6818.°

Thank you for your assistance with this study.

/

A

C T /.
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TEXAS REHABILITATION COMMISSION
OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Regional Directors

. .\\"

FROM: John A. Fe6oglio

SUBJECT: REMOVING BARRIERS TO HANDICAPPED STUDENTS ON COMMUNITY

COLLEGE CAMPUSES

DATE: May 15, 1978

IRL,703

RE

The attached in0Ormation identifies the objectives of a current

research study being conducted by Ms. Joann Jernigan, Principal

Investigator, and Dr. Donald L. Clark, Project Director atvTexas

A & M University. To include student input for the identification

of barriers on Community College Campuses, the following field

assistance is requested:

1., TRC counselors serving all 53 Community Colleges

will be contacted within, the next 10-15 days by

Joann Jernigan.

2. Ms. Jernigan will mail to each counselor' two 1

60 q'uestion survey forms to be filled out by two

TRC clients attending the community college.

3. The TRC counselor is asked to (a) select the two

`clients, (b) administer the questionnaire, and
(c) return the questionnaire.to Ms. erni an la

June 9th.

Approximate one hour of counselor/client time will be expended.

A significant purpose of the study is to initiate action to better

educate and sensitize college personnel to the needs of handicapped

students. It is felt that this study can only help the-overall

program efforts of the Commission in developing services and programs

for Commission clients attending
Community Colleges across the state.

Client input is vital to the meaningfulHess of this study.

Ms. Jernigan will include a copy of this memorandum in her written

correspondence to the Community College Counselors. Think you and

yOur staff for your Asststance in helping to complete this study:

cc: Joann Jernigan
Ralph White
Ron Trull
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TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

,COLLEGE STATION. TEXAS 77 4;43

May 22, 1978

CENTER FOR CAREER
DEVELOPMENT AND
OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION

Dear Student,

A Research Team across the State of Texasihas been studying
barriers which handicapped students encounter in trying to enter or
complete vocational technical programs in Community Colleges in Texas.
Hundreds of barriers have been identified which are grouped under
three areas: 1) barriers within the helping system (including the
community college), 2) barriers within society, and 3) barriers within
the handicapped person, their families and other advocates. , The study
did'not include architectural barriers on the community college campus,
only the barriers other than the architectural ones. In addition the
seventy-three persons Comprising the research team have made thousands
of recommendations for theremoval of the barriers. SoMe of these are
given in the questionnaire -which is being sent td you with this letter.

We would like to ask that you assist the Research Team by indicating
if, in your opinion, the recommendations can becarried out; that is, are
they "feasible". Read the barrier, then read the recommendations for re-
moving the barrier, andlnate each recommendation bY circling the appropriate
number. F5r instance, if you feel that it is definitely not feasible,
circle the "5". If you are reaIly not sure, or do not feel either way,
circle the "3" Please try to circle a number by each recommendation.

We are sending these questionnaires to community college students
in vocational techRical education progra s all over Texas. Your assis-
tance wti this information may help othhandicapped students to be
able to r and complete vocational to hnical programs in community
colleges in Texas. We do not need your ame, and no attempt will be
made to correspond your name with the datia provided. Please return the
questionnaire and information about yoursielf in the envelope enclosed.
We would like to have the information by'June 6 so that we can put all
of the 'data in a final Feport. Thank you very much for your help
with this study.

if je
Donald L. Cla k Joan Jer fan
Project Director

ti

Principal Investigator

ti
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V

PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

°l. What is your handicapping condition?

.2. What vocational program-are you in?

3. Age Sex (circle one) Maie Female

4. What kind of job do you expect to get when

you finish?

5. Name- of college you are attending:

WED0 NOTNEED YOUR NAME



OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

Objective 1: Identify criteria for Successful completion of vocational

technical programs by handicapped,students'oat.community

colleges in Teps, and, as a result, identify services oe

programs to remove barriers for vocational students with

handicapping conditions.

Objective 2:. Identify specific barriers (other than architectural'

within the school, setting) which exist in community'

colleges_in Texas in vocatIonalstechnical programs'

which would inhibit enrollment or completion of the

vocational technical program by the handicapped, stu-

dent.

Objective Identify strategies for implementing findings of the

Delphic study in:community colleges in vocational tech-

, nical progrims.

Objective Develop a. report for state,agencies summarizing criteria -

forl successful 'completion of vocational technical pro-

grams at the community colleges in Texas, and recommend

services or programs which would remoVe,baril.ers for.

vocational students at the community college level.

Objective Develop a guide Which can be utilized by administrators,

counselors and teachers.

AN



A STUDY OF BARRIERS ENCOUNTERED BY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WHICH IMPEDE SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION

OF VOCATIONAL, TICHNICAL PROGRAMS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Thank you for your participati n an this research. ihis.part consists of the barriers that you dnd other

experts ha0e rated as being e emely severe, and the recommendations for the removal of these barriers.

Please read each barrier carefully again, read the recommendatisns for the removal of the barrier, and

'rate the recommendation according to the feasibility for removing the barrier. ,

The scale to use for criteria

Example:

is as follows: Feasibility

1 -- Definitely Feasible

2 -- Feasible

3 -- Possibly feasible

4 -- Possibly unfeasible

5 -- Definitely unfeasible

Barrier

Lackof equipment'tdrprovide
adaptations to learning, i.e.,,

tools designed or adapted for

a cerebral palsy student

ti

Recommendation for Removal Feasibility,

Obtain legislative support to in- 1 2 3 4

crease funding-to purchase any

equipment necessary, regardless

of cost.

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HELPING SYSTEM

Legislation
Recommendation for Removal

Definitely

feasible

,Definitely

unfeasible

1. .A general lack of know-

ledge in the academic coal-

munity of Section 504 of the
'Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Inform via workshops, printed mater-

ial, administrattve policy..

Each organization should adopt policies

to implement locally..

Legislators should be requested to
make wording less difficult.

-` 1

A

1

2

2

2
0

'

3

3

3
0

4

4

4

5

5

5
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6 A

1. (con't.)

2. Social Security Dis- .

ability Insurance legis-

lation which inhibits

iflitiativi,tn'prepare for

employment

Planning and Preparation

3. Inadequate Aping on the

part of the administrative

staff for individual stu-,

dent.needs of the handisoped

. such: as language barriers.

',A. General lack of communica-

tion between helping a-

gencies and the traiOng

institution.

5. Too few certified re-

habilitation counselors on

,campuses of the training

institution.

Recommendation for Removal

Communiqpie and disseminate through

news media.

Provide orientation seminars on the

nature and effect .cif section 504 for

key adminiArative personnel.'

Make these funds available for ,voca-

tional education.

eve earnings. limitations.

Provide yearly interviews by

rehabilitation counselors.

Establish inservice training for

community college .administrators.

Establish 'an affirmative action

program to include, handicapped

students.

Include this type of assistance

in curriculum.

Assign a liaison person to each

community college.

Establish interagency committees to

provide for more exchange of infor-

mation.

Provide information in preservice

training at colleges and universities.

Establish some type of funding formula

to assure an adequate ratio of rehab-

ilitation counselors to students.

.4"

Defjpitely Definitely

leas e unfeasible

Make the job of counselor more attrac-

Live to new or prospective counselors.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 -4' 5

1 2 3 !I 5'
s

1 2 3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4

1 3 4 5

2 3 4 5'

1 2 3 4 5

2 .1-3 4 '5

1 2

'1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

.
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5. (can't,)

6. ladk of organizitionakstructures

which insure meaningful tnterac-

, tion between handicapped and

nondisabled students

7. Poor planning add organization

which results in social barriers,

i. e., inability to participate -

in concerts, hear speakers or

attend films

8. Lack of planning for required

, activities which are difficult

for'handicapped students such

as registration

%

-9. Inadequate availability of

readers, interpreters, tutors

and counselors for handicapped

students

A

V

AP

.

Recommendation for Removal

Provide the "common clien t" con-

. cept where various institutions

pool resources and focus on a

common client.

All programs should be designed to

avoid lack of integrated activities.

Seek specific kinds, of commitments,

and actions frod top administrative

staff. _P

Lack of planning is not usually in-

tentional, therefore policy state-

mentapandwritten reminders should be

implemented.

Conduct workshgps and inservice

4training to plan and'organize to

assist the handicapped in/parti-

civating in social events.

Def $11i tely

feasible

4.... 1 2 3

Definitely

unfeasible

,4 5

2 3 4 5

or 1 2 3 A

2 3 4 5

'2 3. 4 5

All agencies should cooperate in

making recommendations to school --

officials

Plan a different procedure for LA.,

disabled students. AA.

'$11

Develop a system for vocational

resources similar to the. Texas

Learning Resource Center network,

to locate all available resources.

Secure funding for such positions ,

on community college campuses. ,'

Establish traidIng programs for -4 r
these helpers. ,

414

'

1

5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 ' 3 4 5



1

O. .Lack of funds for support

services and staff (i. e.,

wheelchairs, pushers, atten-

dants, note-takers, interpreters,

/ tutors, etc.)

14.

11. Lack of initial apd ongoing '44

mobility orientation

12. Lack of skilled interpreters for

the deaf in all'slasses including

vocational technical classes

.13: Lack of available valified iu-

taial-and remedigT assistance

for people who cannot cope with

regular group and.classroom

procedures

14. Lack of persons to work with the

handicapped to give additional

training when needed by private

business as it relates to specific

Job needs

15. Lack of knowledge of what students

can do resulting 16'negative atti-

tudes toward the limitations of

the handicapped students '

Recommendation for Removal'

Obtain legislative support (funding), i 2

Establigh priorities for current 1 2

funding which would designate "fac-

ilitators" for vniational tralining /.

'(human or materii3O as a top priority./

Establish training programs for these 1

helpers.

Definitely

feasible.

Should be stressed by the agency in- 1

volved and put in budget by the com,

munity college administration.

Training of student service personnel 1 2

and'funds must be made more available.

Definitely

unfeasible

3 4
A

5

3'

2 3 4 -5

2 3 4 5

Change attitudes of pe011onnel Ap fall 1 2 3 4

to realize the need for this assistance.

Provide appropriate training programs 1 2 3 4 5

for personnel to develop tutorial and

remedial assistance.

'Secure funding for such positions on 1 2 3 4 5

community college campuses.

Business might provide personnel to 1 2 3 4

work with handicapped persons.

Provide training and funds for job 1 2 3 4 5

placement personnel.

Provide inservice programs to educate 1 2 3

teachers and administrators and bring

about attitudinal changes (especially

in the case of mental handicaps).

Establish more preservice training in 1 2 3 4 5

universities concerning resources

which are available to handicapped, how

to access resources, and how to use

these resources.



c

16. Lack of knowledge and ex-

perience on the part of edu-

t catorsthat would makethem

unwilling to hold students to

the same.Standards of perfor-

mance ofnon-handicapped staff-

dents (example: deaf students)

.J.

17, Inability on the part of the in-

structor;to empathize instead of

sympathize

18.. Lack of self-confidence on the

part of teachers to teach handi-

capped students

19, Lack of understanding and aecep-

tvice and/or indifference toward

N the special needs of the handi-

capped on the part of.administra-

tors, faculty and staff.

20. Negati've attitudes of administra-

tors and instructors which inhi-

bit participation of handicapped

.students in college'programs

Attitudes-of Non-disabled Students

21. Lack of acceptance and, negative

.attitudes of peers

40 " '""

1
0014

Recommendation for.Removal
ty

Definitely

feasible

Provicip inserv,i a sensitivity

awareness to e Cate personsres-

ponsible for t the education of the

handicapped.

Establi lideiinitive. behavioral ob-

jectivg and minimum skill levels, T

;needed for.jOb entry that must be'met

in or er to complete Course.

Provide inservice train* for personnel

working with the handicapped whichi-n-

clilde practical applications-and ac-

tivities.

Make inftAation about various handi- 1 2

caps available to instructors.
//'

Provide ball pre and in-service train- 1 2

ing for community college faculty

Provide better and more inservices

for community college personnel.in-

cluding knowledge and training on

techniques of working with the han-

dicapped student.

Design formal courses of study, work- 1 2

shops and inservice training to

bring about attitudinal changes in-

cluding removal of "fear")

1

1 2

2

2

Provide awareness training activities 1 2

on community college campuses for the

student body

Develop and conduct inservice training 1 2

for educators to bring about accep-

tance of the handicapped which will

lead to peer.acceptance,

.) t

p

Deffh)tely

unfeasible

3 4.N,5

Or

3 4

'3' 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4

3, 4 5

a.

fr



22.' Lack of acceptance of handi- '

capping conditions by the public'

which results in lack of parti-

cipation by the handicaPped, in

sotial and recreational aspects

of'college life

- 23. Inadequk lion of non -

handicap 'a as to how

they may300,Aell rstand and

assist tinn4i0tped' students

Preservice and Inservice Education

24. Lack of general knowledge of the

handicapped and handicapping

conditions
1

25. Lack of knowledge that manifes-

tation of handicapping condition

is often periodic and unpredict-

ablein timing

26( Assumption on the part of the non

disabled instructor, counselor, or

administrator that just because

the disabled student has not in-

dicated there are problems, that

!everything is fine--we have no

problems"

Recbmmendation for Removal
Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

. Generally people fear what they don't Al 2 3'-4 5

understand; more infonaation should

be provided to the public regarding

. handicapping conditions.

,Developrand conduct inservice train-

ing for teachers and non-handicapped

)students.

1 2

Provide awareness training.activities 1

on cbmmunity college campuses for the

student body.

5

Most instructors who are asked to work 1 2 3 4 5

with handicapped students must learn

the hard way - .trial and error. Teacher

training sessions must include working

with handicapped in'their own particular

discipline.

Information regarding the handicapping 1

condition should be provided to the edu-

cator at the time the student registers;

Instructors should schedule counseling, 1 2

sessions with all students.

Public eklations efforts should be con- 1 2

ducted.

Provide basic knowledge About handi-

capping conditions through'inservice

programs

Replace the traditional lecture and

norm-referenced evaluation with in-

dividualized instruction.

Teach the student tb communicate their

problems.

31i

2 3 4 .5

2 3 4 5

2



27. Anadequate staff preparation'

and orientation toward working

4
with handicapped ,students in the

area of various learning modalities
k

28. Inadequite training'and informa-

tion is provided to teachers re-

garding psychological aspects.

and learn* difficulties of spec-

ific handicapping conditions

29. Lack of orientation to receptive

expressive language deficiencies

and the need for specialized lan-

guage instruction.

30. Lack of proOams to'prepare post'

secondary instructors to teach

the handicapped

31. Instructors inadequately trained

in techniques to assist the han-

dicapped student to adapt stan-

dard procedures-to vet his re-

quirements

32. Lack of knowledge of and sensi-

tivity to handicapping conditions

in plannini, implementing; and

evaluating instruction and voca-

tional learner outcomes

Recommendation for Removal 1

1,

Provide staff with useful skills

whicii,can be applied in teaching

the handicapped thrbugh inservice

a?d preservice training.

Train the faculty and staff to

screen And refer students to

specialists.

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

'1, 2 4 5

is

Preservice and inservice training

should include basic knowledges &vet

handicapping conditions and stress

that wide variances 'Between and a-

mong people with t& same. handicap

exists.

Develop classes for the learning

disabled and deaf.

ray instructors to attend special

inservice.

Inservice, or and or two classes in

instructor training programs should

be provided

Secure state mandate for such training

Develop an educational prograin for vo-

cational teacher trainers and Texas .

Education Agegy post-secondary staff. Ail

Instructors shoUld be assisted by a

resource person (advisor or counselor)

Provide graduate level seminars and

workshops as a part of employment.

Provide inservice training of faculty

Provide more research in this area

.2/ 3

1 2 3,

,

1 .2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4

1 2. 3 4 5

4 ' 3 4 5

1 2 5

1 2 3

6

1 2 3 4



33. Lack of knowledge and traini01.

by staff (and adminittrgion to

be informed 'about the00eds bf

the hearing impajtcd ,A

14 Lad Of counseling and teaching

skills n4eded,to accommgdate the

handicapped studen0s,uniqueness

Y A

;Inadequate training.prOgraMtAfor

,physicians, physical therapgts',

occlipational therapists', and so-

cial workers to develop. techniques

to encourage handicapped indlvi- -

duals.to Compensatt for their dis-

. . abilitieg. by entering trarning

programs

Lack of expospre to' the world of

work,by instructors themselVe

who often set a poor example

qmodel)

37. Lack of. ability on the part bf

the instructor 'to aqppt curri-

culuM to the needs,of handicap-

pedstudents

a.

. Recommendation for Removal

I

The needs of the stJent,are gen-

erally know the stiff and admini-

. Stration must learn how to meet

these seeds.

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible
i

A yesource person should be provided.

PrrOvide inservice training
0

Obtain legislative support to add

counselors and staff.

p

5. Research need for training.

.

Prevocational training

38. tack of appropriate basic and

remedial programs in langUage

and math

4.

Provideore training with emphasis

an h0p;ng the disabled attain the

highdst level. of skill possible

'Obtain assistance f a consultant
74 VI

Upgrade local hirinlpractices.

Provide an assistant to 'help the t

Ntructor

Provide pre:developed material and 't

instructions for-modifi ation of

curriculum

Incorporate and i-ntegr'ate training in

curriculum adaptation into teacher

preparation programs.

Develop,departmental 'programs.

May tutorial support availabte

5

3 1 u.

1 2 3.45

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 '

3 4 5'

1 2 3 4 5

) 2 3 ,5

3 4

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 .* 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



A

38. (con't;)

39.. Inadequate prevocational skill

training

Vocational Instructional Programs and

Recommendation for Removal

Stress the importance of placing.

emphasis on these subjectsto the

high schools

Provide more funds for prevoca-

tional skill training

Increase emphasis on public school'

career education, vocational pro-

gram development and opportunities

for participation by handicapped

students.

Services

40.' Lack of funds to establish

training programs for hearing

impaired students

.
.

,

41.

,

Lack of short-term specialized

courses to teach limited skills

in a specified area
. r .;

.t

42.. Inadequate existing programs for

deaf and bearing impaired students

43. Corniunication problems in all

instructional situations with

, handicapped students.

44, Communication problems in groups

where disabled students are work-

ing with the non-disabled, such as

group lab practicals.

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

1 2 3, 4 5 .

2

I 2

Obtain more funds for training (fed- 1 2 3 4

eral agencies and non-pr fit or-

ganizations)

Could be handled through continuing

education programs

Per student'cost makes funding diffi-

cult; poolingof resources may be the

answer.

1 2 3 4 5

2 3

1

4

Determine the needed areas and request 1 2

appropriation of funds.

Request additional funding to implement

necessary programs

Individualized contracted instruction

can be provided for this student body.

Establish an interdisciplinary team to

conduct a program review and make. .

recommendations
4

ProVide for orientation programs for 1 2

non-handicapped to acquaint them with

problems handicaps have.

3 4

3 4 5

4

3 4 5



45. Lack of flexibility in the

.curriculum to allow the stu-

dent increased instruction

in areas of his expertise.

46. Lack of modification of program

standards for different handicaps

47. Latk of behavior modification

programs coordinated with both

credit and non-credit courses

f
48. Lack of contact with the

handicapped student to monitor

progress and problems'and to offer

encouragement and support through
r

outhis educational program.

49. VocatiOnal/technical class en-

trance ekams that do not consider

handicapping conditions such as

learning disabilities in establish-

fng .norms.'.

50. Unwillingness of instructors to

give oral examinations when appro-

priate.

Recommendation for Removal

A resource person and the depart-

ment responsible need to develop

, individualized programs for the

. handicapped.

On-thy job training might be more

practical.

Establish more flexible entry-exit

points of skill development.

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible 4.

A resourceperson and the department

responsible need eo develop indivi-

dualized programs for the handicapped.. 01

Establish an interdisciplinary team to

conduct a program review and make re-

commendations.

Provide more counselors

Establish better coordination between

agencies and,the staff at the commun-

ity college

Establish top priorities for rehabili-

tation services to provide ongoing

support for handicapped students in

the early years of training and job

experience.

Provide individualized educational

planning.
ay

Remove or modify norms to accommodate

the handicapped. .

Pay instructors for the service.

Enlist help from student assistance.

1 2 3 4 5

3,

1 2 3 4 5

1 5

1 2

3 4

3

4

1 4

1 4 5

1 a . 4 5

2 3 4 5



Recommendation for Removal

51. Examinations which aressensorily Provide alternate methods of

oriented. testing..

52.' Training areas within programs tend

to'delimit the occupational choices

available to students by offering

such a narrow range of skill.

training. ,

53. Lack of special adapted vocabu-

lary lists to help students in

various'occupational technical

programs.

54. Lack of modified textbooks to

meet langauge level of students

55. uden trainer ratio too large

to allo sufficient individual-

ized ha ds-on training

56. Student/trainer ratio too large

to allow appropriate administra-

tion of tests.

3

57. Inadequate task analysis of tech-

nical skill areas in lrelation to

' training,students with handicaps

4

Definitely

feasible

1 2.

Broaden the range of skill 'training 1 2

Awareness of alternatives related to 1 2

Ate field should be incorporated in

career workshops.

'Provide reading programs for specific

technical majors

Necessary materials should. be prepared

by the faculty/staff concerned.t

2

Provide modified texts (tape, rewrite) 1. '2

or teach with teacher.made materials,

Consult with the book company.

'Provide special assistants, aides 1

. and/or volunteers.

Obtain legislative support to increase'

funding for more personnel.

Provide a specialized testing program.

1 2

1 2

'Provide funds for NOT. student/trainer 1 2

'ratio or special astiltants. ,

fndivid alize testing procedures..

Hire a pa aprofessional
1

1 2

2

1 2Fund exemplary programs in arrea of task

analysis.

Train staff in methods of scientific

job/task analysis in curriculum dev-

elopment.

.

Definitely

unfeasible

4 5

3 4

3

3

3 4 5

3 4 5

5

4 5

3 4

3 4

3 4 5

3. 4 5

3 4 5

el



58. Lack f training programs for

handicapped individuals in the

emerging technology areas

59. Limited variety of vocational/

technical areas which accept

handicapped students

g

A

60. A Tack of specific entry level job

criteria that a person with liM-

ited ability could accomplish and

achieve in order to be employable.'

61. Absence of a continuum.of training

skills for elementary through sec-

ondary education through vocational

.technical programs

62. .Lack of exit, points in the curri-

culum which allow, the student to

leave (with recognition) when the

stud4nt has achieved to the high-

est level of his. ability or'em-

ployability

63. Lack of instructional materials

'and modifications to meet the needs

of handicapped students.

Recommendation for Removal

Obtain funding to permit organi-

zation and implementation of such

programs.-

Form a liason with business.

Provide pre and inservice education

for faculty and administration to

bring about attitudinal changes.

Expand electives and subject areas.

Identify "model" programs which

community college administration

and faculty can visit as an example.

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

Work closely with business to establish

;jobs that handicapped persons may do.

'Bring in consultants for technical'

assistance.

Develop a career ladder self-paced

program.

Establish a sequential curriculum.

Obtain legislative support to increase

funding for more personnel and broader

range of training opportunitieS at all

levels.

Establish new policies at the Texas

Education Agency level.

Establish such point for all students

and stop counting "completers" on re-

porting as seven year certificate or

two year degree.

Provide ling for faculty to make,

necessary ifications in 'materials.

.317

1 2 3 4

1

1 4

1 2,3 4

1 2 3

2

3' 4

1 2 3 4

3 4

2

1 2 3

2 3 4

1 2 4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5



63. (con't.)

64. Lack of knowledge regarding

adapttng themplassroam to the

'handicapped ftudent, or the han-

dicapped student to the classroom.

65., Lack of reasonable modificatioh

of general community college sche-

dules, requirements and procedures.

66. Lack of adaptable equipment that

will facilitate teaching the

handicapped.

C

Recommendation for Removal

Prepare and make available mater-

Definitely Definitely

,feasible unfeasible

ialtewhich will enable a student

to learn either by seeing Or-hearing..

.

Obtain a consultant to assist with

,adaptation.

Teach handica0p0 students to communi-

cats their needs.

Pvide insertvice training.

Purchase limited adaptable

ment with financial aid available.

Place a'person in each community col-

lhe who will priomote more and better

.edepied!pfngrams for the disabled.

Q

Establish'an open entry/open exit pro-

gram.

Place a person in each community college

who will'promote more and better ad-

apted programs for the disabled.

Involve vocational classes in construe-

tion .of specialized equipOint.

1

L:

1 2 3

1

1

3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

4 5

5

4 5

4

4 5

+4P



A STUDY OF BARRIERS ENCOLNTERED BY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WHICH IMPEDE SUCCE5FUL COMPLETION

OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL PROGRAMS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Thank you for yoollarticipation in this research. This part consists of the barriers that you and other experts

have rated as be extremely severe, and-the recommendation for the removal of these barriers. .

Please read each barrier carefully again, read the recommendations for the removal of the barrier, and rhte the

rectemendation according to the feasibility Tor removing the barrier.

The scale used for criteria is as follows:r-Feasibility

Definitely feasible

2 -- Feasible

3 -- Possibly feasible

4 -- Possibly unfeasible

Example:

Barrier

Lack of equipmentlo provide adap-

tations to learning, i, e., tools

designed or adapted for a cerebral

palsy student
.1!

DefinitelyUnfeasible

Recommendation for Removal Feasibility.

Obtain legislative sup rt to,increase 1 2 1 4.

funding to purchase any equipment nec-

essary, regardless of c st.

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HELPING SYSTEM

Vocational Materials and Equipment

67. Lack of adaptable equipment,

that will facilitate teaching

the handicapped.

68. Lack of electronic communica-

tion devices to assist the handi-

capped in. understanding; partici-

pating and communicating.

Definitely Definitely,

Recommendation for Removal feasible unfeasible,

Establish a pool of adaptable equip- 1 2 3 4

ment available to various teachers

on request.

Secure funding for necessary addi- 1

tional equipment.-

.Obtain funds, and promote research

and development '

(,.i 1 (2

5



'

69.. Lack of modified and adaptive

equipment for drafting students,

'70, Lad of special equipment such

at.special seating, materials,

t, salmi lighting, adaptation for

wheelchairs

w.

.71. Lack of funds to provide for

special expenses such as special.,.

equipment

72. Difficulty in using independent

learning center where cassette-

tapes and slides are used for

self-paced learning

73. Problems in working with danger-

ous power. equipment, handling of

heavy or difficult objects, and

coping with diffiCult working

conditions (i. e., wet floors),

in vocational technical labora-

tories

74. Inappropriete design of classrooms,

laboratories and equipment.

75. Lack of specially designed tools,

and equipment for handicapped stu-

dents.

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely ' Definitely

feasible..' unfeasible

Obtain fund (excess cost funding), 1 2 3 4 5

promote ;Search and development..

Obtain funds (excess cost funding), 1 2 3 4

-promote research and development.

Involve the community and vocational 1 2 3 4 5

.classes in con tuction'or acquisi-

tion of equi ent.

Obtain funds (excess cost funding),

promote research and development;

Initiate special adaptive devices

with the individual rather than the

institution. '

Obtain more legislative support;

2 3

1 2

Hire work-study students to assist. 1 2

Provide alternate learning activities 2

Provide orientation for instructors 1 2

Change the program of the handicapped

student who is obviously unsuited for

the course.

1 2

Secure funding for necessary additional 1 2

equipment.

Make necessary adaptations.

Research should be promoted in the

area of specially designed tools and

equipment.

Develop a system for vocationkresources 1

similar to the Texas Learning Relource

'Center (TEA). network to locate resources.

5

5

5

5

3 4 5

1 4 5

1 ' 2 3 4 5
r )



76. Inadequate special lighting or

magnifying and mechanical devices

'77. Inadequately designed learning and

work stations to accommodate the

handicapped in vocational training

courses.
A .

78. Lack of typing facilities available

to students,

19. Inadequate provision of instruc-

tional materials and equipment in

appropriate media (i.e., special

textbooks, tapes and other mater-

ials desired for use by tilt han-

dicapped.

80. Lack of tactile maps, brailler,

Optacons, enlargers, and talking

,books.

81. Lack of special lighting for in-

terpreters to use who work with

deaf students during films.

Research

. .

82. An unwillingness on the part of

the academic community at the Ad-

, ministrative and Board leverto

aggressivley research the needs

of the handicapped in their dis-

trict - low budget priority.

83. Lack of research in area of em-
, ployer needs

Recommendation for Removal

'Obtain funds (excess cost funding),

promote research and development.

Obtain funding; promote research and

development.

Provide a learning center.

Obtain funding

Obtain funding, promote research and

development.
,

-Develop a system for vocational re-

sources similar to the Texas Learning

Resource Center (TEA) network to lo-

cate resources.

Obtain these through resources which

make them available.

Obtain funding (excess cost funding)

Definitely

feasible

Apply for grants to colleges to fund.

research and need identification of

disabled students.

Provide funded graduate level semi-

nars and workshops with graduate

credit to be'conducted during work-

ing hours.

Conduct.a needs assessment and pre-

sent to the governing board.

Apply to local civic groups for funding

Determine employment needs so training

can be directed towards these areas.

Difinitely

unfeasible

.1 2 3 4 5

1 2 4

1 2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

5

1 2

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 .5

1 2 3 ,,4 5

2 3



83. (con't.)

84. InadeqUate learning technology:

lack of learning aides and

technology to accommodate spec, -

ific impairments.

, ,

Counseling, placement and followup

85. Lack of realistic counseling and

goal setting

86. Lack of diagnostic, counseling,'

and health centers on.the com-

munity college campus..`

81. Inadequate prevocational explora-

tion background information, and

exposure to the world of work.

88.. Lack of adequate'evaluation and

diagnosis before making career

decisions.

89. Inadequate counseling and guidance

services. to help handicapped 'stu-

dents cope with the educational

environment.

Recommendation for Removal

Assign this responsibility to the

Texas Rehabilitation Commission.

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

Provide funds for adequate research

Apply current research and.technology

(technology not lacking)

1

1

Provide training for counselors 1

Secure specially trainedcounselors 1

Employ and/or train appropriate personnel 1

and monitor to see that services are

provided.

Make administration aware of the laws. 1

Provide adequate prevocational.'-explora-

tion, background information and ex-

posure to the world of work at the high

school level.

Provide for student evalua-

tion and counseling.

Provide more preserVice training in

universities regarding resources

available to.the handicapped.

Facilitate exchange.of information

among agencies and community colleges.

Erovide counseling.

Provide training for counselors and

secure specially trained counse)ors.

Increase number of counselors.

1

2 3 4 5

3 4

2 3

2 3 4 5

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

4 5

3 4 5

5

5

5

2 4 5



90. Inadequate definition of job

entry level skills needed by the
client to perform in selected
'careers

91. Inadequate training in job seeking

and interviewing skills

92. Inappropriate placement of students
in vocational areas to provide in-

Itructors with reqUired number of
students.

93. Lack of trainei counselors on cam-
pus to work with disabled students.

94.\ Lack of individual counseling
sessions for handicapped students

95. Lack of adequate career and voca-

tional information and job fore-

casts with respect to disabilities.

96. Inability of the counselor to

communicate with deaf students.

.97. Inadequate support systems such

as therapy groups torentourage

attendance in school'

Recommendation for Removal Definitely Definitely
feasible unfeasible

;

Establish top, riorities for reh bili-
tation services to provide ongoi g
support for handicapped.studen

s r in.

early years of training and job exper-
fence.

Be more concerned
about quality of

training rather than numbers.

,Provide training for counselors and
secure specially trained counselors

Encourage handicapped students to

use counseling services.

Provide regularly scheduled counseling
sessions for handicapped students.

' Provide workshops to assist counselors.

Develop a better system of disseMination

of vocational and career information
with job forecasts.

1 3 4

1 2 3 4 5

1 4 5

1 2

1 2 3 4 5

1 2

1 2

Develop a direction system for vocational 1
resources similar to the Texas Learning
Resource Center (TEA) network to locate
all available resources'.

Develop research in this area.

Employ or train counselors who can

communicate with'deaf students.

Train counselors to proVide these Ser-
vices.

1 2 3 4 5

2

Provide a larger counseling staff. 1 2 3

` 4)1-
a ILI

4

5



98. Inadequate communication with in-

structor regarding varying degrees

of handicapping. conditions and the

limitations involved.

99. Inadequate preparation for the

psychological and physical demands

of being a ;'worker"

100. Vocational or occupational objec-

'tives are often selected without,

adequate awareness of the impact

of the.disability on the job.

101. Inadequate disagnostic and in-

dividual planning for adults

with learning disabilities.

102.. Inadequate training for handi-

capped persons in developir4

.fife long planning skills

103. Lack of contact with the home to

keep the family aware of the

student's adjustment ,and progress.

c04. Lack of support services of coun-

silIng, advisipg and self-help groups

to provide coping and.adaptiveiskills

for school environment and work en-

vironments.

t

1.

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

Train counselors to communicate with 1

instructo's regarding handicapping

conditions.

Make a'resource person, or consultant 1

responsible. '

Provide inservice training for counselors 1

to prepare student to meet demands of

being a "worker".

Provide regularly scheduled counseling

sessions during the vocational training.

increase emphasis on public school career 1

educatiohnd vocational program develop-

ment and opportunities for participation

by handicapped students.

Experienced counselors with a realistic ,1

approach should assist students i sel-

ecting vocational objectives.

Research and development of diagnostics 1

for adults with learning disabilities

should be conducted.

Assistin skill development techniques. 1

Place renewed emphasis on this barrier.

t

Create handicapped "clubs" for students

where they can exchange ideas about.

coping. '4

Provide workshops to help counselors

with this.

1 . )
CI

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

5

3

2

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

2 3 4

2 3 4 5

2 3



.105. Lick of recruitment of other han-

diCapped students by successful

handicapped students.
4

106. Counseling needed to dirict stu-

dents to appropriate programs, to

explore qualifications for programs,

to determine costs and scholarships

available

Student'Accounting System

107. Lack of an adequate system of re-

porting *dents to Coordinating

Board and TEA; current system does

not identify handicapped students

and in turn does not provide addi-

, tional funds for provisions of

special.services.

Lack of Financial Resources

108. Lack of financial resources to pay

living expenses, tuition, books,

etc., and for exp'enses relating to

the handicap itself.

BARRIERS WITHIN SOCIETY

Lack of knowledge About the Helping System

109. lack of cOotdination And iden--

,tification of community referral

agencies.

Recommendation for Removal

Provide funds to develop such

counseling services.

Provide funds to develop counseling

services in these areas.

Develop a system for vocational re-

sources similar to the Texas Learn-

ing Resource Center (TEA) to locate

all available resources.

Develop a method of accounting for

students.

Definitely

feasible

Definitely

unfeasible

1 2 3 4 5

1 2

1 2* 3 4 ,5

The Texas Rehabilitation Agency, Commis-

sion for the Blind and).other state-

gencies need to be more liberal of accep-

tance of clients.

More legislative support is needed.

Make the need known to various organ-

izations who might proyide scholarships

or needed grants.

Publish a directory for the area served

by each community college.

Designate a particular on-campus coun- 1. '2

selor to have information available.

1 2 3 4 5

4

.1 2 3 4 5

4



S

Lack of awareness of improvements

available through rehabilitation

engineering by handicapped persons,,

their families, profesiors and re-
Or habilitation personnel.

111. Lack of coordination of services.

between the institution and the

providers. of soci41 services to

focus common resources on needs

of the handicapped..

112, Lack of information available re-

garding the resources to ,assist

the handicapped, i. e., transpor-

tation, medical, personal.care, etc

Attitudinal Barriers

113. Attitudinal barriers which would

notillewo well trained student

to function in industry
.

114. Patronizing attitude on the prt

of society.

115. ExcluSion of handicapped students

by non-handicapped individuals

116. Indifference within society

Ill. Employers or parents who would not

allow handicapped; students tomplet-

.ing child development or child care

kourses to be responsible for child-
0

ren.

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely

feasible

Distribution of publications by re-

search and development agencies to

consumers and consumer agencies.

1 2

Establish interagency committees. 2

nesionate a liaison person and com-

plement with commuility research

component.

1 2

Establish interagency committees. 1 2

Provide transportation assistance. 1 2

Establish an effective public aware-

ness campaign.

1 2

Provide more Public relations infor-

mation

1

Provide preservice training in uni-

versities to change attitudes of

educitors.

Pr6ide more public information )l 2

Provide more.public information 1 2

Provide a well-timed effective public

awareness campaign at federal, state,

and local levels.

Definitely

unfeasible

.4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5
a

5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4



118. Negative attitudes toward the han-

dicapped (includes parents of han-

dicapped, teachers or professors,

employers, and fellow workers)

119. inadequate expectations. (depen-

dency rather than, independency is

reinforced by society)

Inadequate L dershik

120 Community served by Community

College ma,y, not realize the need

to serve adult handicapped, i. e.,

little or no pressure on the college

to provide services.

iNidia Barriers

121. Lack of public education on hah-

dicapping conditions

Transportation

122. Lack of adequate transportation

provisions to and from the com-

munity college and within it

Fecommendation,for Removal

Pr9vide systematic education of the

public through media

`,Definitely Definitely

feasible . unfeasible

1 2 3 4 '5

,

.0 o

Provide for in preservidiseducaiik;
,.#

and experience.

Utilize mass media to make community

aware of the need for,programs, cre
concern and interest in their wel

being (such as Child Fiiid)

Provide public relations programs'and

information to the public.

Use case studies in.public advertising

to assist the disabled person, i, e.,

stories about the director of the Vet-

erans Administration.

%Secure netessary funds for transport'a-

tion system.

Involve the community

4

5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

2

2 3 4 5

Should be addressed by a coordinated 1

public transportation system which is

accessible to the full spectrum of stu-

dents with handicapping conditions. For

each of the facilities mentioned to try to

initiate its own transportation is very

expensive and not *ally cost effective.

Helping System should be able to pughase

transportation services from the accessible

transportation.



123.° IrInsportation to job, training

facility ,h

,

124. Transport4ion to employment

-"

Emplotmentlarriere

125. Ugwillingnesi'-of.eMOloyers

vate business to, provide personnel;

assistance (advocates) for the

handicapped

4P"

. Recommendation for Removal Defihitely # Definitely

feasible' unfeasible

Include transportation in excess 1. '2

costs for mainstreaming.

COOtUtt a needs assessment.'

Include* transportation in excess

costs for mainstreaming.

Conduct a sustained campaign of educa-

tIon of potential employers.

. Research should provide 'statistics' to

indicate that personnel assistance

will help business.
'A

126.. Unwillingngs 'Of employers in Provide tax credits for extra expenses
... private bUsiness to provide ffnan- employers encounter in training the

cial support for the handicapped. handicapped.

127. Inability tp earn money in part

.time employment while attending

school,

}28. Poor prospects of obtaining a job

after completion of study. ,

19: Stereotyping by society, e.,

"you.haVe'diabetes thUs you're

probably going to be a poorer

workeeVYou'll cause us to have

to payitgher insurance", "You

can't. learn likesthe 'others",

have to spend additional

time with -ydu":

U

a

Plan with work study protyamand,tet up?

a job placement for handicapped f

Provide part time emplo entni ;the

school system.

These would be improved by careful se-

lection of training program..

Establish' top priorities for rehabili-

tation services to provide tn-going

support for handicapped students in

early years of training and job ex-,.

perience.

Provide public education regardin9 the

capabilities of the. handicapped.

1 2

2

1, 2

3 4 5

,

3 4

,1

3 4 5

ti

e r

3 4 5'

3

3 4 5

0

a

4 ;

. 4 4,



130. bmillingnets of employers to hire,

the hearing impaired.

13P-Handicapped are routed into "loW

.salary. and low prestige" vocations.

132. Employers are unwilling to accept

handicapped 'persons in their employ,

due to lack of sufficient informal

tion regardi-ng handicappingcond

tions..

Architectural Barriers -Off Campus

133. Arditectural barriers which would

not allow-a well trained student to

function in industry.

134. Buildings are inaccessible be-

they are, not barrier free

135. .Housing designed to accommodate

handicapped students.:

Competing Demands

136. Apprehension about competing with

non-handicapped sutdents for grades,

job placement, etc., especially wheh.

performance is measured by subjec-

tive means .as mell as. objective means

Recommendation for Removal Definitely

feasible

Definitely

unfeasible

Provide public education regarding

the capabilitiesiof the deaf.

1 2 3 4 5

Change OSHA rules. 1 2 3 4 5

Provide career information to coun-

selors and students.

1 2 3 4 5.

Conduct a,public tampaign regarding the 2

abil'it'ies, of the handicapped.

Provide employers information regarding

the handicapping conditions.

Work with the City Planning Department

akwell as individual businesses .

Enforce current laws.

Give tax credits. to remove. barrierS'

Funding should be obtained to assist

with this problem.

Enforce current laws.

Funding should be obtained to assist

with this problem.

:44

2i

4 5

J

1 2 3 '4 5

JeapiersicdUld assist by helping the 0., 1

handicapped to understaq0 that they

are ,competing only with themselves.

32

q
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A' STUDY OF BARRIERS
ENCOUNTERED'BY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS WHICH IMPEDE SUCCESSFUL. COOKETION .

OF YOtATIONAL TECHNICAL PROGRAMS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES
.

Thank you for your participation in this research. This part consists of
the barriers, that you' and other expertshave rated as being extremely severe, and the recommendation

for the removal of these barriers.

9 ,Please read each barrier carefully again, read.the'reconmendations for the removal of the barrier, and rate therecommendation'accordini to, the feasibility for removing the barrier.

The scale used for criteria is' as follows: Feasibjjity

1 -- Definitely feasible

2 -- Feasible

;7Y

3 -- Possibly feasible

4 Possibly unfeasible

5 Definitely unfeasibleEximplel

Barrier

Lack_Of equipment to provide adapta-

tions to,learning, i. e., tools de-

signed or adapted for a cerebral

palsy student

Recommendation for Removal

Obtain legislative support to increase
funding to purchase any equipment nec-

essary, regardless of cost.

Feasibility

2 3`4 5

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HANDICAPPED PERSON, THEIR FAMILIES AND OTHE ADVOCATES

Handicapped Persons: Physical/Mental/
emotional Problems

137: 'Physical conditionsLWhiich require

medication for control of pain re-

suiting in poor attendance

138. :Lack of physical dexterity to

manipulate mechanical devicies

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible'

Careful planning of the class schedule
should be done, so that the'student

can take advantage of the time when

they are not sedated..

Make instructors aware of this.4

Develop a home bound program.

Develop assist apparatus

flace a student in a program where he
will not have to cope with the problem

e ,

J %./k-

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4. 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



6
t

0

139. Inadequate mobility skills to cope

successfully with job related travel

140., Inadequate motor'skills to perform

in vocational technical programs

141. Hearing impairments which make some

tyoesof employment dangerous for

the handicapped individual

142. Difficulty in communicating by

writing due to a disability

tr.

143. Diseases cequIring periodic hos-'

pitalation interferOvith atten-

dance

144. Lack of physical' strength to teach

or work with young children

145. Loss of use of domirint arm'requires

retraining and, causes the person to

work slowly

146. Physical conditions which'illipedelo-

. catiohal technical education

147. Inadequate communication skills

148,. Difficulty in listening to verbal

presentationstand taking notes

Simulatneously

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely Definitely

feasible, unfeasile

Develop assist apparatug 1 2 3 4 5

*Provide more and better transit systems 1 2 3 4 5

Develop assist apparatus. 1 2 3 4 5

Select a program or field wl4re he can r 2 3 4 5

perform.

Do not pit a hearing impaired person in 1 2 3 4 5

,such an'environment.

. g

Obtain a support person or estudent 1 2 3 .4 5

helper.

Develop assist apparatus. 1 2 3 4 5

Develop'other means of communication if 1 2 3 4 5

another method is acceptable.

Provide programs of independent instruc-, 1 2 3 4

tion.

Provide good counseling services.

Schedule training at a slower rate

3 4

1 2'3

Select a vocation in which the dis-, 1, 2 3 4 5

ability has less impact.

Provide developmental courses for 1 2 3 4

students.

Provide tape recorders to these stu- 1 2

dents.

a



"

149. Communications problems concerned

° with receptive and expressive a-

bilities

150. Communication dffficulties: wat-

ching the interpreter, taking notes

and Observing the blackboard simul-

taneously

151. Difficulty in paying attention. ,

152. Cardiovascular condiiiOns which

produce insufficient blood supplies

to the brain, causing poor memory,

poor concentration and blurred

vision,

153. Physical conditions which require

medicatfon fofl,control of pain

result in dulled mental facUlties

154. Inability to accept the disci-

, pline and pressure associated

with technical programs

155; Lack of ability to adhere to

stringent time schedules.

Recommendation for Removal

Provide special courses, for students

with these problems.

Provide special courses for students

with these problems.

Definitely. Definitely

feasible unfeasible

1 2 3 4 5

Educators need to understand that these

persons are not in the class for grades,

but to learn what they con.

Provide special teachers and small 1

classes.

0
Instructor should talk slower and to 1

the point.

Try to alleviate these before training 1

begifls.

Schedule cl'asses for times of optimum . 1

functioning.

Provide homebound programs and support 1

personnel

Make'nurses available 9n campus. 1

Provide readily available counselint 1

to ease frustration.

Select a type of training which will 1

allow for this

Allow for more flexibility in schedules. 1

4 5

5

Z. 3 4 6

2 3 4 5

2

2 3 4 5

2

2 3 4 5



156. Inability to concentrate on the

lecture when verbal material,is

being presented.

157. Lack of emotional stability

158. Inability to 'adapt to the dis-

the'classroom due to

mental illness

159. Slowed responses and poor concen-

tration caused by medication taken

for mental illness which often re-

.sults in insulation from reality .

Handicapped persons: Lack of Knowledge.

160., Inability to handle post-secondary

academics

161. Inadequate development of basic

skill level

Definitely
Recommetdation for Removal

feasible

I.
.

Definitely

unfeasible

1)-rovide special coaching on listening

techniques.

1 2 3 4 5

Provide support personnel (note takers)

tutors

1

Provide regular counseling. 1 2 3 ° 4' 5

Provide regular counseling. 1 4 5

Obtain medical advice

Provide remedial education and/or 1

special tutors.'

Do not provide for social promotion.

Provide special tutors and/or remedial 1

education

Increase emphasis on public, school career 1

education and vocational program develop-

ment and opportunities for participation

by handicapped students.

162. Inability to cope with complex's Conduct a more careful evaluation before 1

written'material, charts and graphs selecting the training program.

163. Lack'of understanding of technical

vocabulary on which concepts are

built.

Individualize instruction 1

Develop reading (subject oriented)

classes.

Have faculty/staff prepare necessary 1

materials.

3

2

2

5

2 3 4 5

2 3

2 .3' 4 5

2 3 5

'3



164. Failure to realistically assess

limitations and potentials

1155. A lack of perceptionand knowledge

'of everyday surroundings due to

living in a sheltered` environment

r

166. Inability to transfer learning to

application in order to perform in

vocational technical programs

167. Lack of knowledge of slang term

by deaf students

154. Inadequate knowledge of life skills:

1,69. Inability to develop feasible goals

Handicapped,Persons: Behavioral Barriers

17g. Poor home or institutional training

for students in areas of initiative,

tact; and'sharing of responsibility

171. Inadequate, olowledge of social be-

havior, and appropriate.(behavioral)

skills to perform on .a joh

A

172. Inability to adjust towards the life

style in a college setting.

Recommendation for Removal

Provide more comprehensive counseling

Provide reality counseling

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

Students should be encouraged to over-

came limitations -- they have'poten-

.ttals they are not aware of.

Provide initial orientation sessions

'prior to community college enrollment

TO not give more assistance than is ab-

solutely required. Force handicapped

to work to his/her maximum potential.

Provide for Controlled exposure to the

"outside world".

' Sped4a1 instruction should be provided

that will help student adapt.

#

Provide counseling services

Involve the student's family

Provide reality counseling

Provide adequate counseling

Group counseling and teaching.

Establish top priorities for rehabili-

tation services to proyide ongoing sup;

port for handicapped students in early

years of training and job experience.

1 2 3, 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

3 4 5

1 2

1 2

1, 2 3 4

, 1 2 '3 4

1 2 3 4. 5

.1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 4

2' 3 4



173. Behavior problems due to mental or

emotional impairments which dis-

rupt classes and keep the student

from learning

1/4. Inability to.manage personal af;

fairs in order to concentrate on

learning experience

175. Lack of internal orientation

Negative Attitudes and Feelings

176, Poor self concept, low frugra7

tion level, making the acad%ifC

environment more difficult'than

it actually is.

177. Poor self image leading to the

belief that with a disability the

client/student cannot compete with

others or get a job even if he

finishes training,

178. Poor self concept in the are% of

interpersonal relations

69. Overly independent attitude,

e., the student refuses ill

help anOids.

180: The use of a disability as an ex-

cuse for failure or for

special treatment "the world owes

me a living" attitude

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

These should be resolved or minimized 1 2 3 4 5

before training begins.

Provide behavioral therapy. 1 '2 3 4 5

Provide opportunity to develop skills

through counseling.

Develop programmed short term goals an( 1

positive feedback.

Establish 'needed support systems for

handicapped students in all settings.

Provide more one on one counseling and ' 1 2 3 4 5

instruction.

Provide special counseling/assistance

3 4

4 5

3 4 5

Have students come back to school and I

talk to the disability student, let them

tell others what to expect. .

Provide group counseling 1 2 3 4 5

Provide opportunities for social' inter- 1 21.46.3 4

action

Establish needed support syftems for han- 1' 1) 21

dicapped students in all settings.
t 4

Provide therapy for the student 4

Provide long-term therapy. 4' 4; 5

Do not give more assistance than is, e;i

quired; force the student to worktol

his/her maximum potential. ,i k

'ibil

,

, 1 ?RI 1 A

4 5

I 1.



181. Personal feelings of inadequacy

and lack of self worth

1.812.' Belief that daelt-being discrim-

inated against due to the handicap

183. lack of agression in dmignding

appropriate instruction

184. Anxiety caused by a limited educa-

tional background, in persons who

have' not attended school for many

years.

185. Fear that a handicap will be detri-

mental in employment which requires

,short term contact with the public

(example: sales) versus a long

terwustained relationship with

fewer people.

185. .Lack of self esteem and a positive

"can do/will doTM. attitude

187. Lack of self assurance and asser-

tiveness

188. Loss of hearing which is often

accompanied by paranoid behavior

and/or withdrawal. resulting in

little or no classroom participa-

*and pooriattendance

189. Inability 60110 e on )14..levels

'.01tho0 spectiliiilstahceirilder,

, to oVertome feelings 'of.inadequaty:

and the;;,altptional proOpms and'fhOtp,:i

trati*:,thit(their spic91,probtOt

cause.

Recommendation for Removal
Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

Provide counseling in groups.

Provide programmed learning experiences

Establish needed support systems for

handicapped students in all settings.

PrOvide counseling

Provide group counseling

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

Begin training at a slow rate to insure 1

success and provide' psycholotical sup-

port.

Provide special counseling and

Provide special' counseling and

Provide special 'counseli-ng and

; 1 :

471! op.4.!Cc.'

assistance 1

assistance 1

assistance 1 2 3 4 5

5

5

5

5

5

a



Family Members Recommeadatiop for Removal

190. Family members who provide more

assistance-than is needed for

'self improvement

191. Lack of support and encouragement

from the family

192. A some environment which disdour-

ages or destroys interest or ini-

tiative on the part of the student

193: Family members who adhere to myths

and misconceptions of handicapping

conditions

S.
1:j1

Definitely Definitely

' feasible unfeasible

Administrators and instructors can work 1

with fa?ilies to Overcome these barriers

Provide counseling and education for 1

the family,

Provide family counseling 1

Separate the student from the famIly 1

Family counseling and/or removal of the 1

student to a supportive environment

shovld.be implemented,

N

Provide for family counseling 1

194..t Lack of emotional support from ig- Use of halfway houses

nificant "others" in social fe of

the handicapped, i. t., for Provide counseling on a, regularly 'sche-

sustained encouragement duled basis.

195. Some disableOettple also have

disabled spaisOhich put an

additional br4W6n the person.

Barriers within Advocates for Handicapped Persons

196. Lack of public, administrative, and

Parental support to encourage handi-

capped persons to attend technical

programs.

197. Inadequate assistance and support

which results in fear of entering

the world of training and the world

of work.

1

1

Offer a course in Secondary and Post-Sec- 1

ondary schools (for credit) on the sub-

ject of "Acceptance of and Victory Over

Handicaps". Let all interested students

take the course.

Provide for family involvement and train- 1

ing.

Provide emotional support through coun-

seling and other students.

Establish top priorities for rehabilita- 1

tion services to provide support for

handicapped students in early years of

training and job experience.

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

lr

2 3 4 5

2 3. 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 5

2 3 5

2

2 .3 4 5

5'

2

4



Rec dation for Removal

198. Goals which are established by peers Provide student directed counseling

andiociety.rather than the in-

dividual Public and private agencies should

,make more,effort to educate the

general public.

411

Definitely Definitely

feasible unfeasible

1 2 3 4 5'

1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX I: STEERING COMMITTEE RESPONSES TO RATED TASKS

Leiter to Steering. Committee

Response Form

For discussion of the information in Appendix I see page-75



TEXAS ikAa4 UNIVERSITY
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
COLLSOK STATION. TEXAS 77143

September 19, 1978

CENTER FOR CAREER
DEVELOPMENT AND
OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION

o ,
Dr. Stanton Calvert
College Coordinating Board
Division of Community and
Continuing Education
P. 0. Box 12788 Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Dr. Calvert:

The final analyses of all of the 198 barriers, 351 recommendations for
.

removal of barriers, ratings of severity of barriers.and ratings of the
feasibility of implementing the recommendations have been completed.
These findings have been distilled in twenty -nine tasks identified by
the project investigator for purposes of formulating policy or for im-
plementing services and programs forthe handicapped students in voca-
tional education programs in community colleges. The tasks have also
been rated according to the desirability, feasibility and cost effec-
tiventss of implementing. The tasks and the ratings are presented in
the enclosed table entitled:

Desirability, Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness
of Performing Tasks to Remove Barriers

We are asking that each of the Steering Committee Members examine the
information, and complete the enclosed response form. The form solicits
your agreement or disagreement. and your rating of the task in the event
you disagree with the present rating. We will solicit your-response by
telephone within the next week regarding your agreement or disagreement

. with the appropriateness of the tasks and the ratings Of the tasks ac-
cording to the desirability, feasibility and cost effectiveness of per-
forming the tasks.

This will complete the Delphi study and your participation. We Wish to
sincerely thank you for your efforts and support of this study, and we
will be sending you a final report of the project'soon.

Sincerelyt

f7. c
(it

(.1
,Joan Jernigan

(Principal Investigator

cc: Donald L. Clark
Prnject Director

...JJ/sp
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RESPONSE,FORM: DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS OF PERFORMING TASKS TO REMOVE BARRIERS

Instructions: Please examine the current rating, then chick whether...yeti agree,or disagree; if you dis-

agree, please rate the task based on your,own experience, knowledge and background.

Desirability: 1 - Very desirable Feasibility: 1

2 - Desirable

3 - leviesirable,

4 - Very undesirable

2

3

4

Cost

- Definitely feasible Effectiveness:

- Possibly feasible

- Possibly unfeasible

- Definitely unfeasible

1 - Very cost effective

2 - Possibly cost efective

3 - Possibly not cost

effective

4 - Definitely not cost

effective

General Teak

Rating of Desirability

to Perform Task

Rating of Feasibility

to Perform Task

Rating of Cost-Effectiveness

for Performing Task

Suggested

Rating
Current

Rating

Agree Dis-

agree

Suggested

Rating

Provide for improved

and increased coun-.

seling services.

2. Establish inservice

programs for the vo-.

cational technical

and academic community.

College personnel

3. Secure funding to, pro,- 1'

vide. for Programs, ser-

vices, facilities and

. equipment

Provide resource per-

sons and support ser-

vices to assist in-

structors and students

Plan for individual

J students

CurrentlAgree

Rating.;

. 1

! .

Dis-

agree

Suggested

Rating.

Current

Rating

1

1

1

1

1

Agree
O

Dis-

agree



General Task

Rating of Desirability

to Perform Task

Current Agree Dis -. 1Suggested

Rating agree Rating

4: I .

Rating of Feasibility
Rating of Cost-Effectiveness

to Perform Task for Performing Task 0

Current Agree

agree

Suggested

Rating

Current

Rating

Agree

agree

Suggested

hating

6. Provide special mater-'

ials or progr,,, to

accommodate the ndi-

capped.

7. Conduct public edutation

regarding the capabili-

, ties and needs of the

handicapped utilizing

the news media.

8. Provide individualized

Instruction with planned .

scope and sequence of

curriculum and open

entry/exit points for

students.

9.. Conduct research,min areas

of needs assessment; em-

ployment, materials, and

equipment.

tq. 'Provide pre-service

training.and teacher pre-

paration in colleges and

universities.

1T. Coordinate services with

employers'in business.

and,industry.

12. Obtain special or ,adapted

equipment.

1

1

1

2

4

2

A

, 4A.

2

2

*



General Task

Rating' of Desirability

4 to erform Task

Curren' Agree Dis-

Rating agree

13. Improve 'communication and

dordinaticin of services

between vocational tech-

nical programs and agen-

ciei.'

14. Obtain liegislative

support.

15.' Enlist improved and in-

creased services from ,

the TexatAdabilitation

Commission. 6,.

;6. Provide for, increased

interaction between han-

dicapped and non- handi-

capped students.

17. Develop a centralized

'system of resources

18. Identify instructors'

responsibilities for

handicapped students.

19. Provide special materials

and curriculum,

20. Develop policies to pro -

vide` programs and assis-

tance for the handicapped.

1

2

1

4.

r

Rating of Feasibility

to Perform Task

Suggested Current

Rating ,Rating

i

2

2'

2

Agree Dis-

agree

,Rating of Cost-Effectiveness
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4neral -Task,
,$

41`.. Develop administratiVe

planning for the 4lindif

pped.,
.10

g?. Expand and pro-

7Irdhs of locational

*cation':

ilellorCareer

pstion forktheltandk

capped' ' r

.

AptiCu ati Community col-

legelocitional technical

programs of instruction

with public schools ,

Solicifassistance from

the.Ovmality.
'

.26: _Teach handicapped stu-

dehtS to'communigate.pro-

blems and use resources

available.

27. Deyelop a method of

accountability.

28. Develop programs for

deaf students,

29. 'Establish advocacy groups

$

fRating of Deiirability'

to, Pmrfoi4 Task
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ReliKg. three Ratingr 0
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2
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Rating of Feasibility Rating of Cost-Effectiveiless

to)10rform Task ta for Performing Task
.

Current AgreeDis- Suggested Current Agree Dis- Suggested
Rating $ Iagree Rating' Rating , agree Rettig,

41 2

2

2

;

2

2

t

4

5

2

2

4

.1"

2

2

1

2

2

4


